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Chapter I. Introduction 
Background 
As accountabiiity for outcomes of students in public schools in the United States (US) 
has risen to new levels over the last few years, so has the debate over school choice. Moe (2008) 
proposed that school choice is the most controversial issue in American education today. The 
idea of a parent or guardian being able to make a decision for hisher child regarding the type of 
schooling hdshe receives and where it is received is a highly emotionally charged topic. 
School choice can take many forms; vouchers, tax credits for education, or charter 
schools, to name a few. Fowler (2002) described the superiicial issues of the school choice 
debate as being about how students are assigned to schools and which schools should be given 
public Wing. Fowler (2002) also acknowledged many deeper issues inherent in the school 
choice debate, including the purposes of education, religious M o m ,  and the right of parents to 
make decisions for their children. 
Dehli (2008) theorized that supporters of school choice see it as an enhancement of the 
overall quality of education and an increase in equity for every child to gain access to a school 
suited to their needs. Fowler (2003) stated that one premise behind the concept of school choice 
is that public education in the US would improve if it were subjected to market pressures. In 
turn, this would increase parental involvement, student achievement, school community 
cohesiveness, and options for diverse educational needs (Fowler, 2003). Renzulli & Evans 
(2005) suggested that school choice supporters see school choice as an opportunity for all 
parent/guardian(s) to select effective schools for their children to attend Supporters of school 
choice also imagine the results of such systems as being increased student achievement as 
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measured by standardized tests, increased pedagogical innovation, and increased autonomy for 
teachers and administrators (Tell, 2008). 
Those opposed to school choice see it as a threat that will undermine public schools, 
worsen problems of class and race, and lower academic achievement (Moe, 2008). Opponents 
proposed that school choice will increase the inequalities that are already present in schools 
(Renzuili & Evans, 2005). Other opponents view school choice as attempts to destroy unions, 
promote privatization, and deprive public schools of large sums of money (Tell, 2008). 
In the State of Ohio, a school choice program enabled the use of vouchers in Cleveland in 
1996. The Cleveland Choice Program allowed for qualifyins students to receive a voucher with 
the option to attend either public or private schools of choice (Simpson, 2001). This program was 
challenged in court and found to be unconstitutional by the US Court of Appeals for the Sixth 
Circuit in 1999 because it used taxpayer monies to enable students to attend religious schools 
(Simpson, 2001). This decision was later overturned by the United States Supreme Court in the 
case of Zelrnan v. Simmons-Harris (2002), where the Supreme Court ruled that the Cleveland 
Choice Program did not violate the Establishment Clause of the F i  Amendment Cevin, 2002); 
thus the program continues in 2008. 
in 2005, Ohio Governor Taft proposed the expansion of the private school voucher 
system to students in areas of the state besides Cleveland (Samuels, 2005). in July, 2005, Taft 
signed this bill into law. The new program, called the Ohio Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot 
Program (OECSPP), provides scholarships up to $5000 per student for a maximum of 14,000 
students and is available to students who have attended public schools that have been in the 
lowest ranked state classification-"academic emergency1'--for three consecutive years 
(Samuels & Reid, 2005). 
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The OECSPP, implemented during the 2006-2007 academic school year, had 3,667 
applications for the 14,000 scholarships and awarded 3,255 scholarships for the year (Ohio 
Department of Education or ODE, 2007). The discrepancy between the number of applications 
submitted and those awarded was due to a number of applications that did not qualify as well as 
some cases wherein the parent/guardian(s) elected not to use the scholarship once they received 
it. Of the 3,255 scholarships awarded, 3,108 were accepted. At the end of the 2006-2007 
academic school year, 2,713 students remained on scholarship (ODE, 2007); thus 87% remained. 
The Ohio Federation of Teachers has opposed the OECSPP because of a lack of 
supporting evidence that vouchers have helped increase student achievement in Ohio 
(Anonymous, 2005). The Ohio Federation of Teachers received help in its fight against the 
program when newly elected governor Strickland announced during the March 14,2007 State of 
the State address the e l i i o n  of the program in the proposed state budget (Tonn, 2007). 
Governor Strickland was not able to push this budget change through the Ohio House and 
Senate, however, so the program continued into the 2007-2008 school year. Included in the 
OECSPP continuation were changes that allowed more students to qualify. In particular, students 
became eligible if the school they had previously attended had been in the lowest two 
categories- "academic watch" or "academic emergency9'-for two of the previous three years 
(ODE, 2007). 
During the second year of the OECSPP, the program received 8,190 applications for the 
14,000 scholarships and awarded 7,694 scholarships for the year (2,576 were renewed 6om the 
previous year and are included in this number) (ODE, 2008). Of the original 8,190 applicants, 
232 withdrew h m  consideration, 258 did not qualify, and 6 submitted duplicate applications. 
Of the 7,694 scholarships awarded, 206 declined. At the end of the 2007-2008 academic school 
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year, 6,487 remained; 1001 were terminated during the course of the year (ODE, 2008); thus 
87% remained. 
Problem Statement 
As school choice options increase in the US, there becomes a need to evaluate the quality 
of the policies upon which these programs are based. In Ohio, the new (2006) OECSPP offers 
vouchers to students in public schools labeled by the ODE as underperforming. The policy 
behind the OECSPP should be analyzed to determine the degree of alignment with research and 
theory-based criteria for school voucher programs. Currently, no empirical literature exists that 
examines the alignment of the OECSPP with research and theory-based criteria for school 
voucher policy development, however some theoretical formations have been made that will help 
with this type of study. 
Guiding Questions 
1. What are the research and theory-based criteria for policy in education voucher 
programs? 
2. How well does the OECSPP align with the research and theory-based criteria for 
policy in education voucher programs? 
Purpose of the Shrdy 
The researcher's purpose for this study was to conduct a comprehensive policy analysis 
of the OECSPP to assess how well the policy is aligned with research and theory-based criteria 
for policy in education voucher programs, following primarily the work of Levin (2002), who 
developed a comprehensive framework for evaluating education vouchers. Levin's (2002) 
comprehensive M e w o r k  has been supported by other researchers, including Friedman (1962), 
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Jencks (1970), Chubb and Moe (1990), Metcalf and Legan (2002), Belfield and Levin (2005), 
and Hoenack(1997). 
Research Question 
1. How does the OECSPP address key voucher issues such as those presented by Levin 
(2002): 
a Freedom of Choice 
b. Productive Efficiency 
c. Equity 
d. Social Cohesion 
e. Finance 
f. Regulation 
g. Support Services 
Significance of the Study 
School choice is a strongly contested debate in the United States. Ohio has been on the 
cutting edge in offering school choice options, education vouchers in particular. As Levin (2002) 
stated, "there is no single voucher plan, but many different plans, each with emphasis on a 
somewhat different mix of priorities" (p. 162). 
Fowler (2004) described a poiicy process that involved the following stages: issue 
def~ t ion ,  agenda setting, policy formulation, policy adoption, implementation, and evaluation. 
Fowler (2004) defined evaluation as, "a form of applied research designed to determine whether 
apolicy worked the way it was supposed to work" (p. 17). 
In this study the researcher conducted a comprehensive e xamination of the OECSPP to 
determine the degree of alignment between research and theory-based criteria for school voucher 
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programs, following primarily the work of Levin (2002), and based on the policy behind the 
OECSPP. This analysis is both timely and important because it will provide the first step in an 
evaluation of the OECSPP, as described by Fowler (2004). Before a full evaluation of the 
OECSPP can be completed, a comprehensive analysis of the policy behind it is necessary. The 
researcher completed this comprehensive analysis of the OECSPP policy, setting the stage for a 
program evaluation to take place by another researcher at a later time. 
Limitations 
1. At the time of this study, the OECSPP had only been in place for two school years; 2006- 
2007 and 2007-2008. Significant changes were made in the design of the program after 
the first year. 
2. The OECSPP pertains only to Ohio; thus the research has elements of a case study. 
3. The researcher did not collect additional empirical data for this study, but accepted the 
State of Ohio's historical data, and the researcher cannot verify the accuracy of the data 
4. Access to data on the OECSPP is difficult, because the State of Ohio has not put all data 
on the OECSPP together in an accessible presentable fashion. 
5. This study does not follow experimental design, but is a comparison of the OECSPP to a 
theoretical Wework .  
Delimitations 
1. The primary h e w o r k  used to evaluate the OECSPP in this study is based on work 
done by Levin (2002). Other research and frameworks by different authors also exist 
and could have been chosen as a basis to study what constitutes a sound education 
policy, in particular, a voucher policy. 
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2. The State of Ohio has many school choice options, includiing vouchers, 
communityIcharter schools, intra-district and inter-district enrollment options, and e- 
schools. This researcher focused only on vouchers, and in particular, the OECSPP. 
3. The OECSPP is an ongoing program. The 2007-2008 version of Chapter 33 10 of the 
Ohio Revised Code Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot Program and Chapter 3301- 
11 of the Ohio Administrative Code Educational Choice Scholarship Program were 
used for this study. 
4. School choice is erupting across the US at a rapid pace. The landscape of school 
choice in the US changes almost weekly. For the purposes of this study, information 
on school choice in the US was cut off at January 1,2009. 
Design and Methods 
This study is primarily a formative evaluation using quantitative and qualitative data. The 
quantitative portion of this study followed the work of Johnson (2001), who conceptualid 
explanatory non-experimental research. In particular, it is a retrospective, explanatory study 
(Type 7) in that comparisons are made between the past (as estimated kom the data) and the 
present for the case in the data set (Johnson, 2001). The qualitative portion included a formative 
evaluation and conventional content analysis as described by Patton (2002). 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter I provides the context of the study, including the relevant background, the 
problem statement, guiding questions, purpose and significance of the study, the research 
question, l i tations,  deiitations, and design and methods. 
Chapter II includes a review of the theorylideology, research, and literature that constitute 
a foundation for the policy analysis herein. The theorylideology, research, and literature includes 
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an exploration of the issue of school choice, the defmition and history of education vouchers, 
proponent and opponent views of vouchers, studies on other voucher programs, the OECSPP, 
and hmeworks for policy analysis of a voucher program. 
Chapter 111 presents details of the research design and methods. 
Chapter IV provides the policy analysis of the OECSPP, primarily using the work of 
Levin (2002) as a framework. 
Chapter V presents a summary, discussion of the findings, conclusions based on the data, 
and recommendations for future research, practice, and policy. 
The appendices contain supporting information, laws, and data that are important but too 
voluminous to place witbin the main text. 
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Chapter 11. Review of TheoryIIdeology, Research and Literature 
Chapter 2 includes a review of theorylideology, research and literature on school choice, 
the definition and history of education vouchers in the United States, proponent and opponent 
views on vouchers, studies on other voucher programs, the OECSPP, and h e w o r k s  for 
analysis of a voucher program. Through this review of theorylideology and research and 
literature, a foundation is laid for the policy analysis aspect of this study. 
School Choice 
The word "accountability" has taken on a new meaning since the legislation of the No 
Child Left Bebind Act of 2001 (NCLB) (No Child Left Behind W L B  PL 107-1 10],2002), 
which came into effect after January 8,2002. Even though parts (particularly funding) of the 
NCLB were found to be unconstitutional by the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth 
C i u i t  in School District of the City of Pontiac, et al. v. Secretary of the United States 
Department of Education (2008), NCLB is still (2009) shaping the way some educators in the 
United States of America approach K-12 education. However, changes to the legislation are 
coming due to the change in presidential administrations. Because of provisions in NCLB, 
pressures on schools, public schools in particular, have risen to a new level. Public schools are 
deemed successes or failures based solely on student achievement as assessed by standardized 
test scores. As more public schools are deemed failures by measures laid out in various 
accountability schemes at the state and national level, the argument for school choice has 
intensified. Proponents of school choice claim that it provides an opportunity for students in 
failing schools to escape the failing system. But what is meant by school choice? What does 
school choice look like? What is the history of school choice? 
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Sweetland (2002) argued that school choice has always existed in the US schooling 
system. According to Sweetland, in early US schooling, parent/guardian(s) could choose 
schooling for their children if they believed that education was important, if it were available in 
the area where they lived, and if it were affordable for them. Sweetland W e r  argued that as 
free public education became the norm, availability and affordabiity became non-issues, and 
compulsory education laws were established. The compulsory education laws, enacted in the first 
thirty years of the twentieth century, took away the ability of parent/guardian(s) to choose 
whether their children would attend school. Sweetland theorized that this compulsory approach 
to education created an education system in the US that allowed kedom of choice for only a 
few, because only the rich could afford to pay the required tuition to send their children to 
private schools. Those who could not afford tuition were compelled to attend public schools 
within their district boundaries. 
In 21" century e d d o n ,  according to Sweetland (20M), school choice options are 
available within a public school district. These options include magnet schools and the 
opportunity to transfer between schools within the district. In fact, several options are available 
outside of a student's current district as well: transferring to another school outside of the district 
the student attends, charterlcommunity schools, private schools, home schooling, and Web-based 
schooling. Fowler (2003) contended that from 1983-2003, school choice had erupted widely, 
with 17 states having intra-district open enrollment programs, 37 states and the District of 
Columbia having passed charterlcommunity school legislation, and 3 states having established 
public voucher systems. Furthermore, the school choice movement has been greatly helped by 
foundations, like the Walton Family Foundation, that have poured millions of dollars into school 
choice programs across the US (Robelen, 2008). 
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Sweetland (2002) defined school choice as the parent/guardian(s) ability to choose the 
education setting that they feel best suits their children's individual needs, thus creating h e  
market public policies for education. Fowler (2002) defined school choice to be "the assignment 
of students to schools and who should pay for private education" (p. 5). Bodemer (1996) 
theorized that school choice could help public school reform by forcing public schools to become 
"more efficient, provide a better product, and improve services in order to remain viable" (p. 
277). In fact, the literature shows that school choice takes many forms and ultimately can be 
defined as the ability of a parent/guardian in a fiw market society to choose the school setting 
most ideal for their child. The major obstacle that arises h m  this definition is how 
parent/guardian(s) can fund the option they find best for their children. 
As with most decisions about where public money can or should be spent, school choice 
is hotly debated. Metcalf and Legan (2002) stated, "the notion of using public funds to support 
educational choices that include private schools is the most dramatic of several school choice 
alternatives. It also represents what some believe is the most serious contemporary challenge to 
our nation's historic approach to public education" (p. 25). As school choice options have 
increased, so have for-profit agencies for education. Skekettee (2004) theorized that the 
education industry is one of the last areas available for for-profit ventures. Annual global 
spending on education exceeds one trillion dollars (Skekettee, 2004). 
According to Fowler (2002) the debate revolves around two basic key issues: which 
schools receive public Wi and how students are assigned to schools. By digging deeper into 
the school choice debate, Fowler (2002) identitied other issues, including the purpose of 
education, religious freedom, social prerequisites of democracy, and the right of 
paredguardian(s) to make decisions about what is best for their children. 
OECSPP Policy Analysis: 12 
Dehli (2008) theorized that supporters see school choice see as an enhancement of the 
overall quality of education and an increase in equity for every child to gain access to a school 
suited to their needs. R e d  and Evans (2005) suggested that school choice supporters see 
school choice as an opportunity for all parent/guardian(s) to select effective schools for their 
children to attend. Supporters of school choice also see the potential result of such systems as 
increased student achievement as measured on standardid tests, increased pedagogical 
innovation, and increased autonomy for teachers and administrators pell, 2008). 
Those opposed to school choice see it as a threat that will undermine public schools, 
worsen problems of class and race, and lower academic achievement (Moe, 2008). Opponents 
have proposed that school choice will increase the inequalities that are already present in schools 
(Renzulli & Evans, 2005). Glass (2008) theorized that while school choice is claimed to be of 
benefit for the poor who must escape failing urban schools, in actuality, the poor are rarely able 
to take advantage of school choice. 
School choice can be viewed as a large wheel with many spokes. This researcher focused 
on one spoke--education vouchers-and explored what education vouchers are, what they look 
like, why some people support them while others oppose them, what results of studies of voucher 
programs that have been implemented have shown, what the OECSPP program is, and what 
M e w o r k  should be utilized when completing a policy analysis on a voucher system. As Fowler 
(2003) stated, "school choice is here to stay" (p. 38). 
Education Vouchers: Defnition, History in the United States of America, and Structure 
Levin (2002) defined education vouchers as money given by the government to 
parent/@adian(s) to pay tuition for their children to attend any approved school, private or 
public. The history of education vouchers in the US can be traced to the beginning of the 
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country. Smith (1776) and Paine (1969) argued that the federal government should provide 
funding to parent/guardian(s) for their children's schooling, thus affording poor families the 
same education opportunities as the rich. Friedman (1962) proposed that every parentlguardian 
be given a flat governmental grant that could be redeemed to pay for their children's education at 
a school of the parent/guardian(s) choice. Jencks (1970) presented a model voucher system that 
would establish an Educational Voucher Agency (EVA) in each district to oversee the voucher 
programs, vouchers distributed to every parent/guardian with school-aged children within each 
EVA district, and rules for participating schools. Many present voucher programs are modeled 
after the Jencks proposal. At the time that Jencks (1970) proposed the model voucher system, six 
states had bills up for consideration for voucher programs (California, Illinois, Iowa, 
Massachusetts, Missouri, and Wisconsin). Cdiomia conducted a l i t e d  voucher experiment in 
the 1970s (Fowler, 2003). A few New England states had "tuitioning," which created choice for 
high school students ( Coons & Sugarman, 19781 Fowler, 2003). Chubb and Moe (1990) o u t l i d  
a plan that included a Choice Office, wherein personnel could funnel money directly to schools, 
thus allowing students to choose any public school in the state. 
Since 1990, six states have enacted some sort of voucher program; Arizona, Florida, 
Georgia, Ohio, Utah, and Wisconsin (Robelen, 2008). There has also been a federally financed 
voucher program in the District of Columbia since 2004 (Robelen, 2008). Other states, such as 
Louisiana, are currently considering voucher programs (Robelen, 2008). Many private voucher 
programs are already in operation, mostly in urban areas (Fowler, 2003). More than ten court 
cases have considered the legality of publicly funded voucher programs since 1992 (Green, 
2001); Zelman v. Simmons-Hams (2002) is the most influential due to the verdict rendered by 
the United States Supreme Court. In this d i n &  the United States Supreme Court found that the 
OECSPP Policy Analysis: 14 
Cleveland Choice Program did not violate the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment of 
the United States Constitution. In making this determination, the Supreme Court Justices applied 
the Lemon Test, which has three prongs: (a) a statute must have a "secular legislative purpose"; 
(b) the "principal or primary effect must be one that neither advances nor inhibits religion"; and 
(c) the statute must not cultivate "excessive government entanglement with religion" (Bodemer, 
1996, p. 275). The Arizona Supreme Court determined that two voucher programs for children 
with disabilities and foster children attending private schools violated the Arizona Constitution 
(Cain et al. v. Home et al., 2009). 
A new type of voucher, the neovoucher (Weher, 2008), has become prominent. The 
neovoucher, a type of tuition tax credit, works as follows: a taxpayer donates money to a private, 
nonprofit organization. Then the nonprofit organization issues the donation to parent/guardian(s) 
as vouchers toward tuition at nonpublic schools. The taxpayer-donor then receives some or all of 
hidher donated money back in the form of a tax credit from the state (Welner, 2008). In Arizona, 
Florida, and Georgia, the taxpayer receives 1 W ?  reimbursement; in Iowa, Pennsylvania, and 
Rhode Island, the only other states to have such programs, the rate of reimbursement ranges h m  
65-90% (Welner, 2008). Welner (2008) stated that in the US there are almost twice as many 
students on neovouchers as compared with traditional vouchers. 
For over 200 years the concept of an education voucher was only that-+ concept. 
Education and economic scholars would debate the idea, but it wasn't until about 1990 that the 
idea became a reality. The scholarly work of Smith (1 776), Paine (1 969), Friedman (1 969), 
Jencks (1970), Chubb and Moe (1990) and others paved the way for the current education 
voucher systems. Judging by the length of time it took for theory to become practice, we are in 
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the very early stages of education voucher systems in the United States. In a later section of this 
chapter, studies on existing voucher programs in the United States are discussed. 
Regardless of how a voucher program is structured, each addresses three key questions: 
(a) what families are eligible; (b) what schools are eligible; and (c) how will available funds be 
appropriated (Metcalf & Legan, 2002). Belfield and Levin (2005) identified four major goals that 
education voucher programs are built mund: freedom of choice, equity, productive efficiency, 
and social cohesion. In Wisconsin, Ohio, and Florida, these questions and goals were used to 
create the publicly funded voucher programs that are currently in place. Each state created its 
own unique system that policy persons felt would best address the needs of their constituents. 
As with other public policies, lines are drawn for and against an issue, and strong 
arguments made each way. We begin by considering the views of proponents of education 
vouchers. 
Proponent Views of &cation Vouchers 
Proponents of vouchers include, among other groups, pro-market libertarians who argue 
the state should have no control over educatioxq business persons, who theorize that competition 
will produce the best services at the lowest price; the Christian Right, who want to push their 
own views on morality; and the Catholic Church, which would benefit greatly for their 
financially struggling schools (Kennedy, 2001). 
Proponents argue that education vouchers improve the equality of opportunity for 
education choice by affording low-income families education opportunities and choices that 
already exist for the middle and upper-class families (Metcalf & Legan, 2002). They view 
vouchers as an opportunity for public schools to diversiify by changing the homogenous 
neighborhood school format currently in existence (Metcalf & Legan, 2002). 
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Proponents see value in allowing the market system to operate unregulated, even after the 
economic meltdowns in the US and worldwide (2008) h m  an unregulated market. They 
maintain that with competition, schools would increase programs that meet the needs of students, 
if the demand &om parent/guardian(s) were present and the parent/guardian(s) could lind a 
school to meet their children's needs if the current school did not (Metcalf& Legan, 2002; 
O'Brien, 2001; Sweetland, 2000). Proponents also argue that parent/guardian(s) should have the 
ability to choose the types of values their children are exposed to and that parentdguardians 
should be able to withdraw their support if they are unhappy with the public schools (Metcalf & 
Legan, 2002). 
Proponents of vouchers have suggested that the competition that would be created 
between schools as the result of vouchers would force all schools to improve in educational 
quality by creating innovative programs that are educationally sound (Metcalf& Legan, 2002). 
They suggest that vouchers will force schools and government agencies to streamline their 
processes, thus reducing the large overhead of bureaucracy (Metcalf& Legan, 2002). They 
propose that public schoolii continues to experience large increases in education spending 
without seeing increases in student achievement (Beffield & Levin, 2005). 
Proponents also suggest that vouchers will increase parentsl involvement and build a 
more cohesive school community (Fowler, 2003). According to Bodemer (1996), when public 
schools are forced to compete with other education providers they, in theory, will become more 
efficient, thus providing a better product and improving services to remain viable. Proponents of 
vouchers argue that due to a lack of competition, the price of public education gravitates toward 
artificial inflation, and they theorize that the creation of voucher programs will offset this effect 
(Sweetland, 2002). 
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Proponents suggest that because of the depressed housing values in poor areas, vouchers 
offer an opportunity for middle and high-income families to move into bargain housing while not 
having to attend the poorly performing public schools in the area to which they move (Nechyba, 
2007). As a result, vouchers introduce a desegregating force to poor neighborhoods (Nechyba, 
2007). As a result of this desegregation in neighborhoods, the spending differences between 
higher income districts and lower income districts narrows (Nechyba, 2007). For each argument 
in favor of education vouchers, there is a matching opponent view. Those views are explored 
here. 
Opponent Views ofEducation Vouchers 
Groups opposed to education vouchers include, among others, the education 
establishment members who advocate for public education, civil libertarians and chwh/state 
separationists, such as the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), who see vouchers as an 
attack on the First Amendment, and AfXcan-American organizations, who remain deeply 
suspicious of the racial motives of voucher proponents and the potential results of such programs 
(Kennedy, 2001). 
Opponents of education vouchers argue that the opportunity to use a voucher would be 
accessible primarily to educated parent/guardian(s) already actively involved in their children's 
education, while less active and less educated parent/guardian(s) would be able only to make 
poor school choices or no school choices for their children, resulting in an increase in the 
socioeconomic barrier @odemer, 1996; Glass, 2008; McEwan, 2000; Metcalf & Legan, 2002). 
They claim that vouchers would subsidize the middle and upper-class pursuit of educational 
advantage while contributing to the rising costs to the public for schooling (O'Brien, 2001). 
These same opponents of privatization hypothesize that vouchers would take the cream of the 
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crop h m  the public schools, leaving them as dumping grounds for students who do not perform 
well academically (McEwan, 2000, Metcaif & Legan, 2002). They theorize that the driving force 
behind vouchers is the desire of the white voting public to create "quasi-private" school 
experiences for their children while having the cost subsidized by public tax money (Glass, 
2008). 
Opponents see vouchers as leading to increased racial, cultural, economic, and religious 
segregation (Metcalf & Legan, 2002). They argue that vouchers would diriminate against 
special needs students because these students are more costly to educate than "normal" students. 
This practice could lead voucher school administrators to discourage challenged or hard-to- 
educate students h m  attending their schools, thus creating schools to educate only special needs 
students. This would segregate special needs students h m  mainstream education (Fowler, 2003; 
Metcalf & Legan, 2002). 
Challengers of the voucher system stress the need for all students to be exposed to a 
common set of social and civic values. They view vouchers as precipitating d i s h e d  
appreciation of diversity, civic duty, and social tolerance (Metcalf & Legan, 2002). They view 
voucher programs as having the potential to collectively reduce the support base for all public 
schools, and view marketplace competition as forcing schools to focus on superficial issues to 
attract students, shifting the focus of education away h m  factors that affect student learning 
(Metcalf & Legan, 2002). 
Moreover, they speculate that competition would decrease innovation in curricula and 
instruction because school f d t i e s  would have to appeal to parentlguardian(s) traditional views 
of what schooling should look like in order to keep their enrollment at a viable level (Metcalf& 
Legan, 2002). Opponents do not agree that the market forces of competition will reduce the trend 
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toward a weakened and degraded public school system if voucher programs are in place (Glass, 
2008). They point to facts concerning the test score trends of US students as evidence that 
America's public school system is not in need of repair (Glass, 2008). They view vouchers as a 
social threat to public education and American democracy (Fowler, 2003). The public school 
system is the only public institution with the ability to socialize all children--the futurc citizens 
of a participative democracy-to the democratic ideals of the US and to teach them to become 
contributing members of a diverse society. It is the only public institution that all children must 
attend. According to those who argue against vouchers, privatization breeds isolation and 
homogenization. 
Opponents of a voucher system contend that diverting public money to private schools is 
the wrong approach to fixing the perceived public school education problems. They have noted 
that forcing public school educatom to compete with private school educators puts public 
educators at a disadvantage because private schools do not have to meet the same regulations 
that public schools have to face (Metcalf & Legan, 2002). For example, in the Milwaukee 
program, participating private schools are not subject to the state's open meetings or open 
records laws, do not have to hire certified teachers or even teachers with college degrees, are not 
required to publish the salaries and benefits of teachers, and do not have to administer statewide 
achievement tests or release test scores, attendance rates, or drop out rates to the public 
(Kennedy, 2001). As an alternative, they cite research that supports small class size and universal 
prekindergarten as proven ways to increase student achievement and thus contend that money 
should go to these initiatives rather than to vouchers (Green, 2001). They argue that those who 
claim that public education expenditures have increased dramatically do so only by "Wing 
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dubious inflation measures and ignoring the substantial increase in services expected of public 
schools" (GI&, 2008,129). 
Now that education vouchers have been defined, and the viewpoints of proponents and 
opponents briefly explored, the review will focus on hard evidence of the success or non-success 
of education voucher programs. 
Studies and Evaluations of Education Voucher Programs 
Studies that have been completed on education voucher programs can best be summed up 
in one word: inconclusive. In the foilowing section, the studies analyzed are placed into three 
different categories: 1. studies that focus on student academic achievement, 2. studies that focus 
on the perceptions of parent/guardian(s) who used vouchers, and 3. studies that focus on the 
pressures put on failing public schools whose students are eligible to receive vouchers. 
Category I and 2 Studies 
The Wisconsin legislature commissioned a study of the Milwaukee Voucher Program to 
compare the achievement of students who received vouchers with similar students who were 
attending public schools through more traditional means (Camoy, 2001). Results of the 
evaluation of the fourth year of the program showed no significant differences in achievement in 
the areas of math and reading between the two groups, but did find a higher level of satisfaction 
expressed by the families who received vouchers (Witte, Sterr, & Thorn, 1995). 
Greene, Peterson, Du, Boeger, and Frazier (1996) reexamined the Milwaukee data and 
concluded that students who received vouchers made statistically significant test score gains in 
reading and math by their third and fourth years in the programs. Greene et al. (1996) argued that 
the Witte et al. (1995) study used a comparison group &om more advantaged families than those 
of students who received the vouchers and thus did not determine sound conclusions. 
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A third study, conducted by Rouse (1998), showed that Greene et al. (1996) overstated 
the effects of the program by excluding from the analysis students who received vouchers and 
did not attend the school or who only attended for a short period of time. Rouse (1998) also 
argued that unsuccessful applicants were not an ideal control group. Using the same data, Rouse 
(1998) concluded that students on vouchers scored 1.5-2.3 percentile points higher per year in 
math than did students in the comparison group, but that the results for reading were mixed, with 
both positive and negative coefficient estimates. 
Greene, Howell, and Peterson conducted a two-pronged evaluation of the Cleveland 
Scholarship and Tutoring Program (CSTP) in 1997. The first prong was a randomid telephone 
survey of parents who applied for a CSTP scholarship. This random sample included both 
parents whose applications were successful and parents whose applications were unsuccessful 
(Greene et al., 1997). In the second prong, they analyzed test-score results from the two Hope 
schools established in response to the creation of CSTP. 
The evaluation produced many results. First, the survey indicated tbat parents of 
scholarship recipients who previously attended public schools were much more satisfied with 
their school choice than were applicants who did not receive a scholarship and attended public 
schools (Greene et al., 1997). Second, test score results in mathematics and reading demonstrated 
large gains for CSTP students in the Hope schools. The researchers discovered that from 
September 1996 through May 1997, students in the Hope schools gained on average 5 more 
percentile points on the reading test and 15 more percentile points on the math test relative to the 
national norm, while demonstrating a 5 percentile decrease in language skills (Greene et al., 
1997). Third, based upon parental input regarding where they expected their children to attend 
school in the following academic year (but not on where the student really went to school), the 
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researchers concluded that the Cleveland Choice schools were doing well at retaining students 
h m  one year to the next. 
Metcalf (1998) argued that the work completed by Greene et al. (1997) was flawed for a 
number of reasons. Fit, Metcalf (1998) concluded that 3 1 students who took a different test 
over the course of many days were added to the group of 94 students who took a test on a single 
day under the supervision of Metcalf s evaluator team. Metcalf (1998) also argued that Greene, 
et al. (1997) did not control for differences in students' achievements before they began the 
CSTP. Metcalf argued that Greene et al. (1997) applied standards that quadrupled the likelihood 
of mneous conclusions in order to state that their results were statistidy significant. 
Researchers from the Indiana Center for Evaluation at Indiana University were involved 
in examining the CSTP since its inception in 1996 (Plucker, Muller, Hansen, Ravert, & Makel, 
2006). In a report using data from 1998-2001 examining a cohort from the time the students 
began first grade in 1998 to the end of third grade in 2001, Metcalf, West, Legan, Paul and 
Boone (2003) found that there was no statistically signiscant difference of participation in the 
CSTP on student achievement. They concluded that in regard to academic achievement, there is 
"no clear or consistent pattern that can be attributable to program participation" (Metcalf et al., 
2003, p. 10). 
Plucker et al. completed their longitudinal study on the CSTP in 2006. Their evaluation 
compared the academic achievement of students who used the CSTP scholarship continuously 
h m  kindergarten through sixth grade with the achievement of two groups of public-school 
students: those who applied for but did not receive a scholarship and were attending sixth grade 
in a public school, and those who never applied for a scholarship and were attending sixth grade 
in a public school. Plucker et al. (2006) argued that any difference found between scholarship 
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recipients and non-recipients was because the 7-year recipients had started the CSTP with higher 
levels of academic achievement as measured by test scores (537 versus 5211522). Thus, the 
researchers concluded that the students who had received scholarships for 7 consecutive years 
did not appear to have different rates of academic achievement than their peers who attend public 
school. 
Howell, Wolf, Peterson, and Campbell (2000) reported that only Afiican-American 
students in voucher programs demonstrated positive effects in terms of test scores in New York 
City, Washington, D.C., and Dayton, OH. These researchers reported that after two years in the 
voucher programs, African-Americans in each city who switched h m  public to private schools 
scored approximately 6 percentile points higher than comparable non-Afiican-American students 
who remained in public schools. 
Molnar and Achilles (2000) questioned the findings of Howell et al. (2000). Molnar and 
Achilles (2000) stated, "Since averaged results tend to conceal inconsistent findings, they may 
make the achievement impact reported appear more generalized than it is" (p. 1). Molnar and 
Achilles (2000) pointed out that valid research must include studies of sufficient size and scope 
to provide results that are reliable and important for education. They also argued that there was 
no control group in the Howell et al. (2000) study and that the Howell group made misstatements 
regarding similar studies they cited to support their own. They also shared that findings should 
be subject to rigorous peer review. 
After continuing to examine the private voucher programs in New York City, 
Washington, D.C., and Dayton, OH for two years, Howell, Wolf, Campbell, and Peterson (2002) 
concluded that African-American students who switched h m  public to private schools 
continued to demonstrate academic gains. Based on results h m  the Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
OECSPP Policy Analysis: 24 
(ITBS) they found that gains by AiXcan-Americans in all three cities averaged 6.3 National 
Percentile Ranking points. 
Forster (2008) completed the first study specifically on the OECSPP. This study was 
funded by the Friedman Foundation for Educational Choice (which was awarded three 
"Bunkum" awards for shoddy research in February, 2008 by the Think Tank Review Project [C. 
Achilles, personal communication, December, 20081). In this study, Forster (2008) obtained for 
all Ohio public schools the number of students tested, the average scale score on Ohio's state 
tests and a breakdown by grade level for the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 (the 2006-2007 school 
year was the first year for the OECSPP) school years. He also obtained the percentage of 
students in each school who were white, the percentage of students who were eligible for free 
and reduced-price lunches, the percentage of schools in each city that were charter schools, and a 
list of schools that were eligible for the OECSPP in 2006-2007. Forster (2008) analyzed math 
and reading scores fhm grades three through eight but could not include high school students 
due to the fact that testing at the high school level occurred only in grade ten. Forster (2008) then 
calculated the difference in average scale score in a subject (reading or math) for the 2005-2006 
school year and then for the subsequent grade during the 2006-2007 school year. He attempted 
to control for the number of charter schools in an area and also for the phenomenon of regression 
to the mean. To control for regression to the mean, the second round of d y s i s  included only 
the 14 school districts that were categorized as very high poverty and were part of the OECSPP. 
Forster (2008) concluded that the OECSPP bad a positive effect on academic outcomes only in 
some grades (math between grades 4,5,6 and 7; reading between grades 6 and 7) in the public 
schools that had students eligible for vouchers, while no effect was noted in the other grades. The 
results h m  the regression to the mean analysis showed similar conclusions. 
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Lubienski (2008) analyzed the work of Forster (2008) for the Think Tank Review Project 
and noted that the report had serious methodological shortcomings. He contended that the report 
used weak variables, an inappropriate approach in measuring academic gains, and made claims 
based on a choice to use uneven results. Lubienski (2008) also contended that the report made 
many unfounded underlying assumptions, including that parentlguardian(s) have information 
about different schools' academic effectiveness and that they had the time and motivation to 
learn about other schools. Lubienski (2008) also argued that Forster (2008) did not support the 
contention that schools in which leaders and teachers are doing a poor job are likely to lose their 
students and thus be driven to improve the quality of the education they offer. Lubienski (2008) 
concluded that the Friedman Foundation "selectively focuses on studies, no matter what the 
quality, that appear to support its agenda and in doing so they leave out much highquality 
research" (p. 2). 
Categov 3 Studies 
In Florida, students in schools that had failing grades in the state's accountability system 
two out of four years were eligible for a voucher in the A+ Program (Greene, 2001). Schools are 
graded based on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT), with a grade range of A 
to F. Schools that receive two Fs in any four-year period are considered to be chronically failing, 
and the students who attend these schools become eligible to receive vouchers to attend other 
public or private schools (Greene & Winters, 2003). 
Greene and Winters (2003) identified schools under different degrees of pressure to 
improve academic performance, as measured on the FCAT, because of losses of enrollment due 
to vouchers. The categories for classifying schoois were as follows: (a) Voucher Eligible 
Schools, which were defined as schools that had received at least 2 Fs since FCAT grades were 
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tirst given in 1998-1999 and had been deemed failing schools by the state (n=9); (b) Voucher 
Threatened Schools, defined as schools that had received one F in last three school years and if 
they received another F in the fourth year of testing, their students would be eligible for vouchers 
(n=SO); (c) Always D Schools, defined as schools that had never received any grade other than a 
D (n=63); (d) Ever D Schools, or schools that had received at least one D since grades were 
assigned, but had never received an F; this category includes the Always D Schools (n=S70); and 
(e) Formerly Threatened Schools, which were schools that had received a failing grade in the 
first year of FCAT testing (1998-1999) but had not received another since, thus no longer under 
threat of vouchers because they did not receive another F within the four-year period (n=59). 
Greene and Winters (2003) theorizRd that schools would increase student academic 
achievement in response to the theat of vouchers, and thus would improvements in academic 
achievement would correlate with the category of school. They reported that the theory was 
correct; that Florida schools were improving in response to competition and that the amount of 
improvement was directly proportional to the degree of threat they faced from vouchers. They 
concluded from the study that the impmvements were caused by the threat of vouchers and not 
other aspects of the A+ Program. Greene and Winters (2003) also found that Voucher Eligible 
Schools imprcved by 9.3 scale-score points on the FCAT math test, which represented higher 
gains than any other Florida public schools between the administration of the 2001-2002 and 
2002-2003 tests. They reported that Voucher Threatened Schools made the second largest gain 
of 6.7 scale-score points on the FCAT math test. Students in Always D and Ever D Schools were 
determined to have such a small relative gains that it could not be concluded with certainty that 
the gains made were actually different from gains made by students in other public schools. 
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Formerly Threatened Schools lost 2.2 scale-score points on the FCAT math test, but Greene and 
Winters (2003) noted that this was barely significant w.103). 
Camilli and Bulkley (2001) reexamined Greene's (2001) work and found three different 
issues that may have skewed the results: sample selection, aggregation, and regression to the 
mean Camilli and Bulkley (2001) indicated that Greene used "standard curriculumn students to 
obtain school-level gains scores ("standard" meaning a subset of students who tend to perform 
higher on the FCAT). They argued that for the purposes of evaluation, Greene should have 
looked at the impact of the A+ Program on all curriculum groups. They also demonstrated that 
the analysis should have been completed for each grade instead of by combining gain scores 
across grade levels, as Greene (2001) had done. They argued that policy implementation may 
d i e r  at different grade levels and that to determine if a policy is effective or not, suitable 
diagnostic information is needed (Camilli & Bulkley, 2001). 
The phenomenon of regression to the mean is w h e ~  "experimental units chosen on the 
basis of extreme scores tend to drift toward the mean upon post-test: low scores drift upward and 
high scores drift downward" (Camilli & Bulkley, 2001, p.7). Camilli and Bulkley demonstrated 
that this phenomenon was at play in the results Greene (2001) presented, even though Greene 
argued that this was not a factor. Browason (2001), H& (2001), and Ladd and Glennie (2001) 
attributed the improvement to factors other than the threat of vouchers, thus disputing Greene's 
work and questioning the effect of vouchers on public schools in accordance with the work of 
Camilli and Bulkley (2001). In Bush v. Holmes (2006), the Florida A+ Program was found to be 
unconstitutional because it allowed some students to receive publicly funded education through 
private schools that are not subject to the 'Wormity" requirements of public schools (LaMorte, 
2008). 
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As is apparent from the disparity of the results detailed above, "inconclusive" is an 
appropriate word when describiig research on the effects that vouchers have had on student and 
school achievement. The design of a progmn and a researcher's bias toward particular results 
seem to enable studies/evaluations to be designed that may not be as accurate as if they were 
designed in an appropriately neutral manner. Also, the statistical manipulation of data can be 
used to support preconceived notions. As Glass (2008) noted, "If there were clear and convincing 
evidence of substantial gains in academic performance resulting h m  instituting any of these 
reforms, they would no longer be debatable policy issues" (p. 147). 
This researcher has examined school choice, the detinition and history of education 
vouchers in the United States, proponent and opponent views of education vouchers, and the 
research findings on the effects of vouchers on student and school achievement. This review will 
now focus on defining and outlining the Ohio Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot Program 
(OECSPP). 
The Ohio Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot Program (OESCPP) 
In 2005, Ohio Governor T& proposed the expansion of private school vouchers to 
students in areas of the state besides Cleveland (Samuels, 2005). In July, 2005, Taft signed the 
law that established the OECSPP and created the EdChoice Scholarship Program Staff Center for 
School Finance to oversee and operate the program. This office is part of the Ohio Department of 
Education and has an executive director, two management analysts, and three program 
consultants (ODE, 2007). The OECSPP authorization is found in Chapter 3310 of the Ohio 
Revised Code (ODE, 2007), located in Appendix D of this document. The administrative rules 
for the OECSPP are found in Chapter 3301-1 1 of the Ohio Administrative Code and can also be 
found in Appendix D of this document. 
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Initially, the OECSPP was intended to provide scholarships of up to $5000 per student 
for a maximum number of 14,000 students and would be made available to students who had 
attended public schools that had been in the state classiliation of "academic emergency", the 
lowest ranking, for at least three co~secutive years (Samuels & Reid, 2005). The OECSPP, 
implemented during the 2006-2007 academic school year, received 3,667 applications for the 
14,000 scholarships, and awarded 3,255 scholarships for the year (ODE, 2007). The discrepancy 
between the number of applications submitted and those awarded was due to parent/guardian(s) 
applying who did not qualify or who elected not to use the. scholarship once they received it. Of 
the 3,255 scholarships awarded, 3,108 students accepted the scholarship. At the end of the 2006- 
2007 academic school year, 2,713 students remained on scholarship (ODE, 2007). This 
represented a drop-out rate of 395 students (13%). 
The OECSPP survived an attack by Governor Strickland, who announced in his first 
State of the State address that he had eliminated the program from his budget (Tonn, 2007). The 
Ohio Legislature decided to keep the OECSPP in the state budget but enacted some changes. For 
the second year of the program, the 2007-2008 academic school year, a change was made to the 
criteria used to determine if students were eligible to qualify for a scholarship. The new criterion 
established that a student must be attending a public school that was in academic watch or 
academic emergency two of the previous three school years, as determined by the Ohio 
Department of Education (ODE, 2007). 
The program received 8,190 applicants for the 14,000 scholarships and awarded 7,694 
scholarships in its second year (2,576 were renewals from the first year), 2007-2008 (ODE, 
2008). The discrepancy between the number of applications submitted and those awarded are 
explained as follows: 232 withdrew h m  consideration, 258 did not qualify, and 6 submitted 
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duplicate applications. Of the 7,694 awarded, 206 declined and 1001 were terminated during the 
course of the school year, leaving 6,487 scholarships at the end of the year (ODE, 2008). This 
represented a drop-out rate of 1001 students (13%). 
In order for this researcher to complete a policy analysis of the OECSPP, certain pieces 
of the state law and administrative code need to be examined further for reference. In 3310.02, 
the procedure for determining who receives a scholarship if the number of applicants exceeds 
14,000 is outlined. The priority is as follows: (a) Eligible students who received the scholarship 
in the previous school year; (b) Eligible students with family incomes below 200% of the federal 
poverty guidelines-if the number of students under this provision exceeds the number of 
scholarships, then the department shall select the students by lot, which they define to be a 
lottery; (c) The remaining students wfio are eligible-ifthe number eligible exceeds the number 
of scholarships available, then the students are selected by lot, which is defmed as a lottery. 
(ODE, 2007). 
In 33 10.03, eligible students are defined. In order for a student to be eligible the 
following must apply: (a) The student must be enrolled in a building that is operated by the 
student's resident district, and which has been identifed in two of the previous three school years 
as in academic emergency or academic watch by the ODE. The building must not have not been 
identified as excellent or effective in its most recent state report card, (b) The student is eligible 
to enroll in kindergarten and would be assigned to a school building listed above in (a); (c) The 
student is enrolled in a community school (charter school) but would otherwise be assigned to a 
school described in (a) above; (d) The student is eligible to enroll in kindergarten or is enrolled 
in a community school and all of the following apply to the student's resident district: (1) The 
district has an intra-district enrollment policy under which no student in kindergarten or 
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community school's grade level is automatically assigned to a particular school building; (2) In 
two of the last three school years the district was identified as b e i i  in a state of academic 
emergency; (3) The district was not declared to be excellent or effective in its most recent rating. 
(ODE, 2007). 
Once a student receives a scholarship in the OECSPP, helshe may continue to receive 
scholarships in subsequent school years until helshe completes grade twelve, provided the 
following apply: 1. The student remains a resident of the school district or transfers to a new 
resident district and otherwise would be assigned in the new resident district to a building 
described in (a) above; 2. While enrolled in the charter nonpublic school, the student takes each 
state test prescribed for the student's grade level as defined by the Ohio Revised Code; and 3. 
The student is not absent h m  school any more than 20 days for any school year, excluding 
excused absences. (ODE, 2007). 
In 3310.04, transportation for eligible students is outlined. Students who are part of the 
OECSPP are entitled to transportation to and h m  the chartered non-public school as per Ohio 
Revised Code. (ODE, 2007). 
In 3310.05, it is declared that districts that have been participating in other pilot programs 
are not eligible for the OECSPP. (ODE, 2007). 
33 10.06, indicates that the OECSPP is not the only option available to students enrolled 
in academic emergency or academic watch school buildings (ODE, 2007). 
33 10.07 states that any student who seeks a scholarship under the OECSPP must notify 
the ODE with the student's and parentfguardian's name, address, and the name of the nonpublic 
school and tuition for where the student has been accepted (ODE, 2007). 
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In 33 10.08, the amount paid for an eligible student is defined The amount is the lesser of 
the tuition charged by the nonpublic school or the maximum amount prescribed in 33 10.09 of the 
Revised Code, which is $4250 for students in grades kindergarten through 8 and $5000 for 
students in grades 9-12. Revised Code 33 10.08 also establishes policy wherein a student's 
resident district is proportionally restored that amount of money deducted for a scholarship 
student ($2,700 for a student in kindergarten and $5,200 for a student in grades 1-12) if the 
student re-enrolls in the resident district or in a community school before the end of the school 
year (ODE, 2007). 
33 10.09 gives the maximum award for eligible students. The amounts for fiscal year 
2007 are listed; students in grades k-8: $4250 and students in grades 9-12: $5000. In fiscal year 
2008 and other years therea&r, the maximum award under the OECSPP wil l  be increased by the 
same percentage by which the general assembly increased the formula amount, as defined in 
sedion 3317.02 of the Revised Code (ODE, 2007). 
In 33 10.10, it was clearly established that tuition to a chartered nonpublic school is the 
sole acceptable use of the scholarship award (ODE, 2007). 
In 33 10.12, it is stated that documents that relate to the OECSPP that the department 
holds in its files are public records under section 149.43 of the Revised Code and may be 
requested (ODE, 2007). 
In 3310.13, the tuition charged by chartered nonpublic schools is defined. A chartered 
nonpublic school caanot charge a student whose family income is at or below 200% of the 
federal poverty guidelines a tuition fee greater than the amount the scholarship pays, as defined 
in 33 10.09. If a student's famiy is not 200% or more below the federal poverty guidelines, then 
a chartered nonpublic school can charge the difference in tuition (tuition cost minus scholarship 
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amount). The parenffguardian of the scholarship student has the choice of paying the difference 
or providing volunteer services in lieu of cash payment (ODE, 2007). 
In 3310.14, the procedures for the administration of state tests is outlined. Each chartered 
nonpublic school that enrolls students through the OECSPP must annually administer statewide 
testing to the students in the form of proficiency tests or the Ohio Graduation Test. Each 
chartered nonpublic school must report the results of this testing to the ODE. Chartered 
nonpublic schools are not required to administer state testing to students that are not part of the 
OECSPP (ODE, 2007). 
In 3301-1 1-03, the list of designated buildings used in eligibility determination is defined. 
In order for a school building to have its students declared eligible for the OECSPP, the building 
has to have been declared, in at least two of its previous three most recent school ratings, to be in 
state of academic emergency or academic watch. The published list used is the one published 
prior to the first day of July of the school year for which the scholarships will be granted. 
Buildings that have been declared excellent or effective in their most recent rating are not 
included on the list (ODE, 2007). 
3301 -1 1-04 sets out guidelines for students who switch schools after submitting an 
application to the OECSPP. Students who are no longer enrolled in the school indicated on the 
submitted application will be no longer eligible to receive a scholarship, provided they transfer 
prior to the time the scholarship is awarded. A student is considered as enrolled in the school 
indicated on the submitted application after the last scheduled day of classes if the student was 
enrolled in the school during the school year prior to that for which the scholarship is sought and 
if the student was enrolled through the final scheduled day for that school year (ODE, 2007). 
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3301-1 1-05 outlines the application for program participation. Two points are important 
for the purpose of this study. First, the scholarship amount awarded is to be applied only toward 
tuition. The parentlguardian may be required to pay other fees and costs as outlined in the 
policies of the chartered nonpublic school the student is enrolled in. Second, the applicant has to 
apply for any and all financial aid or tuition discounts made regularly available to any student 
attending the chartered nonpublic school (ODE, 2007). 
In 3301 -1 1-07, the process of awarding scholarships is described. The order of awarding 
scholarships is as follows: (1) to students in grades k-12 who received a scholarship the previous 
year and for whom termination has not occurred pursuant to rule 3301-1 1-09 of the 
administrative code; (2) to any eligible students whose family income is at two hundred percent 
or lower as measured by the federal poverty level; (3) other eligible students. The department is 
responsible for establishing an initial date by which all applications must be submitted. After this 
date, all applications are verified and all eligible students given scholarships provided the amount 
of applicants is less than the allotted amount of scholarships (14,000). If the amount of 
scholarships awarded is less than the total number of scholarships allocated, then the deparment 
may establish a new due date for additional applications. If the amount of applications exceeds 
the number of available scholarships, the scholarships will be awarded by lot, &r awarding 
scholarships to the students who were in the program the preceding year and giving priority to 
those who are at two hundred percent of the federal poverty level or lower. Within thirty days 
after a determination has been made, the applicant and the chartered nonpublic school the 
applicant is enrolled in will receive noti!ication. Applicants awarded a scholarship must notify 
the department if they intend not to use it. Eligible students who do not receive a scholarship will 
be placed on a waiting list, determined according to the order of the lottery (ODE, 2007). 
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The process for transfer of scholarship is outlined in 3301-1 1-08. Scholarships awarded 
through the OECSPP may be transferred to another chartered nonpublic school listed pursuant to 
rule 3301-1 1-1 1 of the administrative code. The student transfening schools must notify the 
department of such a transfer or authorize the enroiling school to do so. 
In 3301-1 1-09, termination of eligibility is defmed. A student can have eligibility 
terminated if helshe falsifies the application or if helshe is withdrawn ftom or expelled fiom the 
chartered nonpublic school in which the student is enrolled and fails to enroll in another eligible 
school within thirty calendar days. If a student fails to take a prescribed state test the student will 
not have hidher scholarship terminated if the OECSPP Office determines that the inaction was a 
result of the chartered nonpublic school and thus not the student's fault. When a scholarship is 
terminated, the applicant and chartered nonpublic school are notified by mail. The notification 
includes the effective date of terraination (ODE, 2007). 
3301-1 1-10 defines funding for fiscal year 2008 and each fiscal year thereafter. The 
maximum amount for a given fiscal year will be the maximum amount awarded the previous 
fiscal year increased by the same percentage by which the general assembly increased the 
formula amount £tom the previous year (ODE, 2007). 
3301 -1 1-1 1 outhes the regulations for participation by chartered nonpublic schools. 
Each school must hold a valid charter issued by the state board of education and must currently 
be in compliance with state operating standards. The school must also make its records or 
facilities pertinent to the OECSPP available to the ODE upon announced or unannounced visits 
in order to ensure compliance with the guidelines of the OECSPP (ODE, 2007). 
In 33 10-1 1-12, the entities designated to file applications are listed. Chartered nonpublic 
schools are authorized to tile applications on the student's behalf if so designated in writing by 
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the applicant. The OECSPP Office can create procedures to allow a student to designate other 
entities to file an application on their behalf. At no time can a student be charged fees for 
application assistance (ODE, 2007). 
Qualified income verification agents are defined in 33 10-1 1-13. The OECSPP Office 
may receive applications to become qualified income verification agents from entities that: (a) 
have an agreement with a school pursuant to rule 3301 -1 1-1 1 of the Administrative Code and the 
school administers or participates in a local financial assistance program; (b) receive financial 
information h m  families seeking to receive financial assistance from the local financial 
assistance program; and (c) provide the school information and analysis to assist in making 
financial assistance determinations. The OECSPP Office has the ability to develop procedures 
and criteria to qualify such agents. The OECSPP Office may publish and maintain a list of 
qualified agents. The development of a fee schedule of amounts the OECSPP shall pay for 
income verification services will be developed by the OECSPP Office. The amounts shall be 
used to defray the costs that applicants would otherwise incur in applying for local financial 
assistance programs (ODE, 2007). 
In 3301 -1 1-14, the dispute resolution process is described. The OECSPP Office shall 
have the final authority in the resolution of a dispute. The aggrieved party should forward in 
writing a complaint to the OECSPP Office. The complaint should include documentation that 
supports the complaint. The OECSPP Office shall review the material and render a decision on 
eligibility within thirty days of receiving the complaint (ODE, 2007). 
In the final part of this chapter, frameworks for evaluating education voucher programs 
are explored. Levin's (2002) work lays a foundation for the policy analysis of the OECSPP that 
occurs in Chapter IV of this study. 
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Frameworks for Evaluating Education Vouchers 
To complete a policy analysis on the OECSPP, it was necessary to select a theoretical 
framework for such an evaluation. Theories differ on how an education voucher system should 
be designed. This researcher chose to use Levin's (2002) theoretical h e w o r k  for evaluating 
voucher programs because it incorporates pieces of most other theories that have been proposed, 
and does so in a very comprehensive way. In order to demonstrate the comprehensive nature of 
Levin's work, the following section will outline Levin's theoretical framework and then explore 
other theoretical frameworks and how they relate to Levin's (2002) criteria and design 
instruments. 
Levin's (2002) comprehensive framework for evaluating a school voucher system 
included four criteria for analysis: £reedom of choice, productive efficiency, equity, and social 
cohesion. Levin (2002) also identified three design instruments to help address the four criteria: 
finance, regulation, and support services. 
Levin (2002) defined fieedom of choice as the right of families to select a school that is 
based on their values, religious teachings, political outlooks, and educational philosophies. 
Productive efficiency is defined as the maximization of educational results for any given 
resource constraint (Levin, 2002). Levin defined equity as "the quest for fairness in access to 
educational opportunities, resources, and outcomes by gender, social class, race, language 
origins, and geographical location of students" (p.162). Levin (2002) defined social cohesion as 
the major purpose of schooling in a democratic society, one which provides students with a 
common educational experience that will guide them to grow to adulthood as full participants in 
the political, social, and economic institutions of society. 
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Levin (2002) theorized that education voucher plans are "highly malleable" (p.162) and 
that the use of the three design instruments listed above could help construct voucher plans with 
features to address each of the four criteria he defined. Levin (2002) defmed fhance to be how 
the voucher is allocated and whether a school can charge a family greater tuition than that 
covered by the voucher. Levin (2002) defined regulation as the requirements set out by the 
government for eligibility of schools to participate in the program, including any other rules that 
must be adhered to by the schools and families utilizing the vouchers. Support services were 
defined as the services designed to increase the effectiveness of the market in providing M o m  
of equity, choice, and productive efficiency. These include such services as providing 
information for parent/guardian(s) so they can make informed decisions and transportation. 
He suggested that elements of the M o m  of choice criterion include: school costs 
covered by vouchers, including special needs; the school's allowance of varying school 
philosophies, religious practices, and education goals; the degree of regulation in admissions, 
ctmiculum, and testing; supply of schools; availability and extensiveness of transportation; and 
the availability of alternatives to the school of choice. 
Levin (2002) suggested that the measures of his second criterion, productive efficiency, 
include various measures relating to academic outcomes vs. the costs for similar students and 
student services to produce the outcomes. Academic achievement is defined as knowledge as 
measured not only by test scores but also through real-world situations. In analyzing the costs 
associated with producing the academic achievement, evaluators should compare the costs of 
producing similar services for similar populations through alternatives. Costs associated with 
monitoring and administering the program should be distinguished fiom the cost at the school 
site. 
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The third criterion listed by Levin (2002), equity, included "identification of the 
particular distinctions among populations that are the focus of equity, such as race, income, 
gender, immigrant or language status, and geographical region" (p. 166). Services that are 
available to serve special education needs are also important in equity, as are access to education 
opportunities and the quality of the program including resources and peers. The probable 
education outcome is important for equity. 
Finally, Levin (2002) proposed that measures of social cohesion, the fourth criterion, 
include the student's exposure to history, political institutions, citizen rights and responsibilities 
within political and legal systems, legal frameworks and institutions, economic institutions and 
their functions, and a common language. Community service, debates, mock trials, and 
interactions with peers kom different cultures or perspectives are also a measure of social 
cohesion. 
Leviu (2002) suggested that no single optimal system could provide maximal results 
within all four criteria, as the enhancement of one or two areas would probably infringe on the 
performance of the other two or three areas. He theorized that proponents of education voucher 
designs must choose priorities and many times these priorities are left up to the politicians who 
are designing the program. 
However, Levin's 2002 h e w o r k  is not the only such framework proposed for the 
evaluation of a school voucher system. Friedman (1962) proposed that every pmnt/guardian be 
given a flat governmental grant that could be redeemed to pay for their children's education at a 
school of the parent/guardian(s) choice. Levin's (2002) ideas of freedom of choice and finance 
builds on Friedman's proposal. Friedman admated for the parenVguardian to be able to choose 
the school they sent their child to, which ties directly into Levin's definition of freedom of 
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choice. Levin's defintion of finance also related directly to Friedman's proposal in that 
Friedman called for the parenffguardian to be given the voucher directly and Levin's definition 
dealt with how the voucher is allocated. 
Jencks (1970) presented a model voucher system to establish an Educational Voucher 
Agency (EVA) in each district to oversee voucher programs, vouchers distributed to every 
parenffguardian with school aged children within the EVA's district, and rules for participating 
schools. Levin's (2002) ideas of productive efficiency, equity, and regulation relate to Jencks' 
proposal. The creation of the EVA, as advocated by Jencks et al., brought factors involved in the 
cost of administering the program into play, which is what Levin described as productive 
efficiency. Jencks' idea to have the vouchers distributed to every parenffguardian within the 
EVA's district is similar to Levin's idea of equity, which is defined as a quest of fairness and 
regulation. Levin's idea of regulation deals with the rules for families utilizing the vouchers, 
wbich in Jencks' case involved the rule of families having to live within the EVA boundary. 
Finally, Levin's regulation category is reminiscent of the rules for participating schools 
advocated by Jencks et al., in that they both describe requirements set out by the government for 
eligibility of schools to participate in the program. 
Chubb and Moe (1990) outlined a plan for a Choice Office that would funnel money 
directly to schools, allowing students to choose any public school in the state. Four aspects of 
Levin's (2002) b e w o r k  were reminiscent of Chubb and Moe's (1990) work: (a) fitmiom of 
choice in that Chubb and Moe's (1990) proposed plan allowed for students to choose any public 
school in the state, (b) productive efficiency, in that the Choice Office incorporated factors 
related to the cost of administering the voucher program, (c) finance, because Chubb and Moe 
advocated for money to be funneled directly to the schools and Levin described finance as how 
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the voucher is allocated, and (d) regulation, in that Chubb and Moe's proposed Choice Office 
was a part of the requirements that both schools and parent/guardian(s) had to deal with as part 
of the program. 
Metcalf and Legan (2002) contend that a voucher program should define what families 
are eligible, what schools are eligible, and how available funds will be appropriated. Metcalf and 
Legan's proposed plan incorporated four aspects of Levin's (2002) h e w o r k .  (a) freedom of 
choice as described by Levin in that the means of appropriation of funds dealt with school costs 
covered by vouchers, (b) equity, in that Metcalf and Legan proposed defining eligible families, 
which relates to the quest for fairness for all in educational opportunity as described by Levin, 
(c) finance, in that Metcalf and Legan's proposal called for a definition of how the funds are 
appropriated which tied directly into Levin's definition of finance, that b e i i  how a voucher is 
allocated, and (d) regulation, in that Metcalf and Legan proposed that voucher programs define 
eligibility criteria for schools and Levin defined regulation to include the rules established by the 
government for eligible schools to participate in the voucher program. 
Belfield and Levin (2005) identified four major goals that education voucher programs 
should be built around: freedom of choice, equity, productive efficiency, and social cohesion. 
Belfield & Levin (2005) retained exactly four of the aspects of the Levin's (2002) proposed 
framework. 
Hoenack (1997) proposed an economic design structural model of supply and demand of 
enrollment places in parochial schools to evaluate the design of voucher policies. In Hoenack's 
(1997) model, complex formulas were derived to determine enrollment demand, parochial school 
supply, per student parish subsidies, and identity. Hoenack identified possible designs of voucher 
programs which could be evaluated. requiring matching private and government funds to finance 
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vouchers; requiring vouchers to be restricted to incremental enrollments to increase the 
proportion of students from disadvantaged backgrounds; scal i i  voucher amounts to the 
student's socioeconomic status; targeting vouchers to students h m  low socioeconomic status, 
paying government funds for vouchers into foundations responsible for disbursement and 
allowing tax credits for those who donate to the foundation as a substitute for government 
expenditure. Other designs by Hoenack (1997) include: requiring that parochial and other private 
schools that receive vouchers regularly pre- and post-test their students in basic math and 
language skills and the abiiity to solve practical problems using these skills in novel situations 
and make the information on multi-year improvements in test scores readily available, and 
ensuring that the government provides extra funds to schools achieving multi-year test score 
improvements in students from disadvantaged backgrounds. 
Levin's (2002) *work tied in with six aspects of Hoenack's (1997) proposal: (a) 
kedom of choice, because Hoenack called for the economic design of supply and demand in the 
proposal and this design would directly impact the school cost covered by vouchers, which Levin 
identified as a piece of W o m  of choice; (b) equity, because Hoenack called for the increase in 
the proportion of students from disadvantaged backgrounds and the scaling of the voucher 
amount to meet the student's socioeconomic status; (c) finance, relative to Hoenack's proposed 
ideas such as the payment of govemment funding into foundations that then distribute the 
vouchers and other ideas, such as tax credits, on how money is allocated to the voucher 
programs; (d) productive efficiency, in that Hoenack's idea of government funding being paid 
into foundations that then allocate the vouchers is similar to Levin's definition of productive 
efficiency, including the costs involved in operating the program; (e) regulation, because 
Hoenack identified many requirements of participating schools in the voucher program and 
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Levin defined regulation to include the requirements set out by government for participating 
schools; and (e) support services, because Hoenack's proposal incorporated ideas that tied the 
vouchers to enrollment demand, parochial school supply, and academic achievement which help 
increase the effectiveness of the market in providing productive efficiency, which is part of 
Levin's defhition for support services. 
In this policy analysis study, the researcher built the analysis primarily on the work of 
Levin (2002), and specifically on Levin's four criteria and three design instruments for education 
voucher programs. One reason that this researcher chose to use Levin's (2002) theoretical 
b e w o r k  for evaluating voucher programs is that it incorporates elements of the other 
presented theories that have been proposed, and does so in a comprehensive way, as discussed 
above and summarized in Table 1. 
Theoretical Framework Guiding the Researcher 
Levin's (2002) h e w o r k  for evaluating the effectiveness of vouchers served as the lens 
the researcher used to analyze the OECSPP. An effective education policy should meet the 
criteria and design instruments developed by Levin Likewise, an ineffective policy would lack 
aspects of Levin's criteria and design instruments. Utilizing Levin's h e w o r k  as the lens 
allowed this researcher to answer the primary research question, which was: How does the 
OECSPP address key voucher issues such as: (a) Freedom of Choice; (b) Productive Efficiency; 
(c) Equity, d. Social Cohesion; (e) finance; (0 Regulation; and (g) Support Services? 
Data collected consisted of statistics fiom the first two years of the OECSPP Program; 
the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school years. The major source of the data was the Director of 
the OECSPP. Data included the total number of applicants, the total number of applicants who 
withdrew &om consideration, the total number of applicants who applied but did not qualify, the 
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total number of scholarships awarded, the total number of scholarships awarded but declined, the 
total ntlmber of scholarships terminated during the school year, the total number of scholarships 
remaining at the end of the school year, and the total number of scholarships renewed (year 2 
only). Figure 1 diagrams the theoretical framework the researcher used for the policy analysis of 
the OECSPP. 
Chapter I1 has presented a review of theory/ideology, research, and literature on school 
choice, the definition and history of education vouchers in the United States, proponent and 
opponent views on vouchers, studies on other voucher programs, the OECSPP, h e w o r k s  for 
analysis of a voucher program, and the theoretical framework guiding this researcher. Before the 
policy analysis takes place in Chapter N, the research design and methods used to create the 
policy analysis are presented in Chapter 111. 
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Table 1. 
Comparison of the components of Levin S (2002)Jiamework for evaluating education voucher 
programs with other@ameworks for evaluating education voucherprograms. 
Levin's components Other voucher analysis h e w o r k s  containing similar components 
Freedom of Choice: Friedman (1962); Chubb & Moe (1990); Metcalf & Legan (2002); 
Belfield & Levin (2005); Hoenack (1997) 
Productive Efficiency: Jencks (1970); Chubb & Moe (1990); Belfield & Levin (2005); 
Hoenack (1997) 
Wuity: Jencks (1970); Metcalf & Legan (2002); Belfield & Levin (2005); 
Hoenack (1997) 
Social Cohesion: Belfield & Levin (2005) 
Finance: Friedman (1962); Chubb & Moe (1990); Metcalf & Legan (2002); 
Hoenack (1997) 
Regulation: Jencks (1970); Chubb & Moe (1990); Metcalf & Legan (2002); 
Hoenack(l997) 
Support Services: Hoenack (1997) 
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Figure I. Theoretical framework guiding this policy analysis. 
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Chapter HI. Design and Methods 
The researcher's purpose for this study was to conduct a comprehensive policy analysis 
of the OECSPP to assess how well the policy is aligned with resemh and theory-based criteria 
for policy in education voucher programs. This comprehensive policy analysis was an 
independent review analysis in that this researcher was not connected to the OECSPP or the 
Ohio Department of Education (ODE) in any way. This analysis was primarily completed by 
comparing the OECSPP to the conceptualizations of Levin (2002), who developed a 
comprehensive framework for evaluating education voucher efforts, relative to the policy issues 
that urge privatization. Levin's (2002) comprehensive fiamewodc was discussed thoroughly in 
the review of literature for this study and aligns with several previous works, including Friedman 
(1962), Jencks (1970), Chubb and Moe (1990), Metcalf and Legan (2002), and Hoenack (1997). 
To create a roadmap to guide the reader in understanding the analysis process, a clear description 
of the research design and the methods used in the policy d y s i s  is presented in this chapter. 
Research Question 
How does the OECSPP address key voucher issues such as those presented by Levin? 
a. Freedom of Choice 
b. Productive Efficiency 
c. Equity 
d. Social Cohesion 
e. Finance 
f. Regulation 
g. Support Senices 
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Guiding Questions 
1. What are the research and theory-based criteria for policy in education voucher 
programs? 
2. How well does the OECSPP align with the research and theory-based criteria for 
policy in education voucher programs? 
Research Design 
This study was primarily a formative evaluation using existing and available quantitative 
and qualitative data. As in the design framework of Johnson (2001), this study included 
quantitative explanatory nonexperimental research. Johnson (2001) explained that quantitative 
r e m h  can be used to answer two key questions: "A. Were the researchers trying to develop or 
test a theory about a phenomenon to explain "how" and "why" it operates? and B. Were the 
researchers trying to explain how the phenomenon operates by identifying the causal factors that 
produce change in it?" (p.9). In particular, this study is a retrospective, explanatory study (Type 
7), because comparisons were made between the past (as estimated fiom the data) and the 
present for the case in the data set (Johnson, 2001). 
The researcher attempted to answer questions about how the OECSPP operates by 
analyzing the level of alignment of the OECSPP policy with research and theory-based criteria 
for policy in education voucher programs. To accomplish this task, the researcher considered the 
OECSPP not only currently (2008-2009), but also from its inception (2006-2007). This 
nonexperimental research was conducted by using the comprehensive framework for evaluating 
education vouchers developed by Levin (2002) and data collected directly h m  the Ohio 
Department of Education (ODE) and the ODE website. 
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The qualitative components of this study are formative qualitative research and 
conventional content analysis. Patton (2002) described formative evaluations as sewing "the 
purpose of improving a specifc program, policy, group of staff, or product" @. 220). In this 
study, the researcher made inferences and decisions for the purposes of assessing andlor 
improving the OECSPP and future education policy derived from the theorylideology, research, 
and literature presented in Chapter I1 as well as the results of the policy analysis work in Chapter 
IV. Patton (2002) described content analysis to be, "any qualitative data reduction and s e w -  
making effort that takes a volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify core 
consistencies and meanings" (p. 453). In this study, the researcher took that OECSPP law and 
administrative code and attempted to make sense of it by identifying the education policy behind 
the OECSPP and comparing the education policy to effective education policy in various 
voucher programs. 
Methods 
Data sources and Strategies 
The data sources were the ODE, the Director of Nonpublic Educational Options at the 
ODE, data requested on the OECSPP fiom the ODE, relevant public-access websites, theories 
and h e w o r k s  for evaluating voucher programs, and prior studies on voucher programs. 
Because the data and analysis included both measurements and judgments, the study employed 
mixed methods, both quantitative and qualitative approaches. 
Data Collection Strategies 
This researcher completed the on-line Seton Hall University Institutional Review Board 
@(B) lessons and received a certificate of completion This researcher navigated the ODE 
website and downloaded the 2007-2008 OECSPP Program Guide for Participating Chartered 
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Nonpublic Schools, which included: (a) the OECSPP law, (b) the OECSPP administrative code, 
(c) documents, (d) forms, (e) instructional manual, ( 0  state operating standards, and (g) 
information on state achievement testing. The researcher could not locate OECSPP data on the 
ODE website, so the researcher e-mailed the ODE to request the available data dataom the first 
year of the program operations (2006-2007). The Executive Director of the Center for School 
Finance at the ODE responded with the following data for fiscal year 2007, the first year of the 
program: (a) total OECSPP applications, (b) total applications withdrawn, (c) total applications 
not qualified, (d) total OECSPP scholarship awards, (e) total OECSPP scholarships declined, ( 0  
total OECSPP scholarships accepted, (g) total OECSPP scholarships terminated, and (h) total 
OECSPP students completing the school year. 
At the conclusion of the second year of the OECSPP, this researcher again e-mailed the 
ODE for data on the second year. The researcher asked for the same data that had been provided 
for the first year of program and the number of scholarships renewed fiom the first to second 
year of the OECSPP. The Director of Nonpublic Educational Options e-mailed figures for each 
area requested. 
To determine whether the theoretical h e w o r k  described in Chapter I1 had content 
validity, that is, that it adequately represented the conceptual domain being measured (Haller & 
Kleine, 2001), and to check against possible researcher bias, three different individuals were 
asked to serve as part of a "panel of experts" and to use the h e w o r k  illustrated in Figure 1 to 
classify the pieces of the OECSPP law, administrative code, and data as this researcher had done. 
One individual had been involved in the field of education for over 30 years, mostly in high 
school administration at a Catholic high school. The individual had earned a PkD. in Education 
Administration and Supervision h m  the University of Notre Dame in South Bend, Indiana. The 
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second individual, involved in the field of education for over 30 years in public schools, had 
earned a Ph.D. in Education fhm the University of Toledo. The third individual had earned an 
EdD. in Educational Leadership, Management, and Policy h m  Seton Hall University and 
. . 
worked in -tion in public schools. The three individuals were provided a copy of this 
researcher's most up-to-date dissertation proposal, a copy of A comprehenrive@amework for 
evaluating educational vouchers (Levin, 2002), and a copy of the 2007-2008 version of the 
OECSPP law, administrative code, and up-to-date data provided by the ODE. 
Each education expert was asked to review the information provided, in particular the 
table that listed the pieces of the OECSPP law, administtatve code, and data within the four 
criteria and three design instruments identified by Levin (2002). Each was asked to determine 
whether or not: (a) he agreed with the placement in each criterion andlor research design that this 
researcher had completed, (b) if he did not agree, where did he believe the section of law, 
administrative code, or data in question belonged, and (c) did he believe sections of the OECSPP 
law, administrative code, or data were left out that should have been included, and if so, where 
should it be placed. 
One individual reviewed the literature and theory and determined that the Mework  in 
Figure 1 selected to guide the data analysis seemed both appropriate and useful for the purpose 
of the study, thus helping establish validity by supporting the independent judgment of the 
primary researcher. The individual suggested six additions (addition of 33 10.03 and 33 10.06 to 
social cohesion, and the addition of 33Ol-ll-O9,33Ol-ll-l2,33Ol-ll-I3, and 3301-11-14 to 
regulation) to the OECSPP information categoW into the four criteria and three design 
instruments as described by Levin (2002). After careful review of the suggestions, this researcher 
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included the suggestions into the analysis presented in Chapter IV, thus adding to the 
comprehensiveness of the evaluation. 
The first individual suggested attempting to obtain the following data tiom the ODE, if 
possible: (a) data concerning notification dates and the accuracy of addresses in notifying 
families of the OECSPP; (b) data on the timeliness with which the vouchers are sent to schools; 
and (c) data on how many of the families awarded vouchers fell into the category of below 200 
% of the federal poverty guidelines. This researcher contacted the Director of Nonpublic 
Educational Options at the ODE, who works directly with the OECSPP to see if the 
aforementioned data could be obtained. The Director of Nonpublic Educational Options at the 
ODE responded that during the first two years of the OECSPP, mailing lists were provided to the 
ODE fiom the public school districts upon request. In paaicular, the ODE requested home 
mailing addresses for students attending designated buildings. The lists were used to mail 
information about the OECSPP and invited the parents to attend an information session in their 
area of the state. There were also parent advisory groups not a l i a t ed  with the ODE who did the 
same thing. The ODE was not certain how many times information was sent to families about the 
OECSPP. This process was eliminated in February of 2008 because of budget cuts, leaving the 
advocacy groups and the participating charkmxi nonpublic schools as the sole means of getting 
the word out about the OECSPP. (S. Cosmo, personal communication, November 18,2008). 
The Director indicated that scholarship payments were sent three times per year (October, 
January, and April) with a reconciliation period in May. The Director also indicated that the 
ODE does not collect low-income verification because families have not been required to submit 
income verification information. The Director indicated that low-income verification will 
become important once the OECSPP is faced with a lottery. (S. Cosmo, personal 
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communication, November 18,2008). The information shared by the Director with this 
researcher was then shared by this researcher with the first individual. 
The second and third individuals were not able to respond within the timeline needed to 
complete the study. After consultation with two members of this researcher's dissertation 
committee, this researcher decided to ask for feedback from the Director of Nonpublic 
Educational Options from the ODE as a second check for validity. This researcher sent the 
Director of Nonpublic Educational Options from the ODE the definition of terms as they pertain 
to the four criteria and three design instruments identified by Levin (2002), a table categorizing 
pieces of the OECSPP law, administrative code, and data in each of the four criteria and three 
design instruments as defmed by Levin (2002), and a table listing the descriptive indicators for 
each criterion and design instrument. The Director of Nonpublic Educational Options was asked 
to determine if she: (a) agreed with the placement in each criterion and/or research design that 
this researcher had completed, (b) did not agree, and if so, where she believed the section of law, 
administrative code or data in question belonged, (c) believed sections of the OECSPP law, 
administrative code, or data were left out that should have been included, and if so, where should 
they be placed, (d) could suggest other descriptive indicators that should be placed within each 
criterion or design instrument; and (e) had other comments, suggestions, or ideas that would be 
beneficial to this researcher's study. 
The Director of Nonpublic Educational Services was willing to respond to this 
researcher's request, but the request had to be run through the ODE legal department. The ODE 
legal department allowed the Director of Nonpublic Educational Services to review the tables 
containing program data elements but did not allow the Director to comment on structure or 
criteria that this researcher was using in relation to such data. Therefore, the Director of 
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Nonpublic Educational Services provided feedback on the tabled data (see Table 4 on p. 66) 
where the sections of the OECSPP law, administrative code, and data were categorized into the 
four criteria and three design instruments as identitied by Levin (2002). The Director suggested 
two sections of the law and administrative code that this researcher had already categorized into 
the table. 
The researcher's dissertation committee, comprised of three individuals with Doctorates 
in Education (Ed.D.) and one individual with a PhD. in Education served as a check on validity 
by approving the approaches the researcher used. 
Content Analysis Process 
The researcher used conventional qualitative content analysis to analyze the pieces of the 
law, administrative code, and data regarding the OECSPP and determine where the different 
pieces fit within the four criteria and three design instruments identified by Levin (2002). The 
researcher's choice of conventional qualitative content analysis was deductive in nature because 
the data were examined according to an existing b e w o r k ;  that of Levin (2002). The researcher 
completed the analysis by comparing each section of the OECSPP law, administrative code, and 
data to the definitions and descriptive indicators of each criterion or design instrument as 
identified by Levin (2002). 
After the sections of the OECSPP law, administrative code, and data had been placed into 
the appropriate criterion or design instrument as identified by Levin (2002), and evaluated by 
analyzing the sections of the OECSPP law, administrative code, and data in relation to each 
criterion and design instrument as identified by Levin (2002), a final rating was assigned for the 
OECSPP within each criteria or design instrument. The final rating was determined by 
comparing the education policy in the OECSPP with the descriptive indictors that were identified 
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within each criteria or design instrument of Levin (2002), as described in Chapter 11. Each 
criterion or design instrument was assigned a rating of "strong", "moderate", or "weak". A 
criterion or design instrument within the education policy of the OECSPP given a rating of 
"strong" was found to have all of the descriptive indicators addressed. A criterion or design 
instrument within the education policy of the OECSPP given a rating of "moderatete'had at least 
one descriptive indicator addressed, but not all. A criterion or design instrument within the 
education policy of the OECSPP given a rating of "weak" had no descriptive indicators 
addressed. Table 2 summarizes the conventional qualitative content analysis process. 
The rating system described above provided a macro look at the OECSPP when 
compared to each criterion and design instrument. In order to evaluate the OECSPP as a whole, 
consideration of the micro level was accomplished through examination of critical incidents for 
each criterion and design instrument. Patton (2002) stated that "critical incidents can constitute 
self-contained descriptive units of analysis, often presented in order of importance rather than in 
sequence of occurrence" (p. 439). In order to determine the critical incidents, the researcher 
totaled the number of descriptive indicators for each criterion and design instrument addressed 
within the OECSPP policy and then compiled the total amount of critical incidents for the overall 
OECSPP policy by adding the individual amounts &om each criterion and design instrument 
together. The researcher used the total count of critical incidents to determine the overall 
alignment of the OECSPP policy with research and theory-based criteria for policy in education 
voucher programs, and used the degree of alignment determined to make suggestions for future 
policy, practice, and research. Thus through the use of explanatory nonexperimental research as 
proposed by Johnson (2001), the researcher determined whether or not the OECSPP was aligned 
with research and theory-based criteria for policy in education voucher programs. 
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Table 2. 
Summary of the conventional qualitative content analysis process. 
Component Definition (Levin, 2002) Descriptive indicator(s) (Levin, 2002) Rating system 
Freedom The rights of families 
of choice to choose schools for 
their children that are 
based on their values, 
education philosophies, 
religious beliefs, and 
political outlooks. 
Productive The maximization of 
efficiency education results for 
any given resource 
(a) Tuition costs covered by vouchers, including If all descriptive indicators 
special needs; (b) school allowances of varying are addressed: m ;  If 
philosophies, religion practices, and education some descriptive 
goals; (c) degree of regulation in admissions, indicators are addressed, but 
curriculum, and testing; (d) supply of schools; not all: moderate; If no 
(e) availability and extensiveness of transportation; descriptive indicators are 
(f) availability of alternatives to the school of addressed: &. 
choice. 
(a) Measures relating to academic outcome vs. If all descriptive indicators 
costs for similar students and student services to are addressed: m ;  If 
produce the outcomes; (b) costs associated with some descriptive 
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Table 2. Continued. 
Component Definition (Levin, 2002) Descriptive indicator(s) (Levin, 2002) Rating system 
constraint. monitoring and advertising program distinguished indicators are addressed, but 
from the cost at the school site. not all: moderate; If no 
descriptive indicators are 
addressed: &. 
The quest for fairness (a) Identification of populations by categories If all descriptive indicators 
in access to education such as race, income, gender, immigrant or are addressed: w; If 
opportunities, resources, language status, andlor geographic region; some descriptive indicators 
and outcomes by gender, (b) services available to special education are addressed, but not all 
race, social class, language students; (c) access to education opportunities; moderate; If no descriptive 
origins, and geographical (d) the quality of the program and peers; indicators are addressed: 
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Table 2. Continued. 
Component Definition (Levin, 2002) Descriptive indicator(s) (Levin, 2002) Rating system 
location of students in the 
United States. 
Social The provision of a common 
cohesion education experience that 
will orient all students to 
grow to adulthood as full 
paaicipants in the social, 
political, and economic 
institutions of society. 
Finance The overall magnitude 
(e) probable education outcome of students. - weak. 
(a) Students exposure to history, political If all descriptive indicators 
institutions, citizen rights, and responsibilities are addressed: stronp; If 
within political and legal systems; @) legal some descriptive indicators 
hmeworks and institutions; (c) economic are addressed, but not all: 
institutions and their functions; (d) a common moderate; If no descriptive 
language; (e) interactions with peers, different indicators are addressed: 
cultures or perspectives. - weak. 
(a) Process for allocation of money; (b) If all descriptive indicators 
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Table 2. Continued. 
Component Definition (Levin, 2002) Descriptive indicator(s) (Levin, 2002) Rating system 
of the education voucher, maximum amount of tuition a school can are addressed: m; If some 
how it is allocated, and charge. descriptive indicators 
whether schools can charge are addressed, but not all: 
more tuition than the voucher. moderate; If no descriptive 
indicators are addressed: 
weak. 
-
Regulation The requirements set out by (a) Requirements set by the government for If all descriptive indicators 
the government for eligibility of schools to participate in the program; are addressed: m; If some 
eligibility of schools to (b) rules that must be adhered to by the schools descriptive indicators are 
participate in the voucher and families utilizing vouchers. addressed, but not all: 
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Table 2. Continued. 
- 
Component Defmition (Levin, 2002) Descriptive indicator(s) (Levin, 2002) Rating system 
Support 
services 
system as well as other moderate; If no descriptive 
rules that must be followed 
by schools and families in 
indicators are addressed: 
weak. 
-
using the education voucher. 
The types of publicly (a) Providing families with information on the If all descriptive indicators 
provided services designed voucher program and (b) providing students are addressed: stronp; If some 
to increase the effectiveness transportation descriptive indicators are 
of the market in providing 
freedom of choice, 
addressed, but not all: 
moderate; If no descriptive 
productive efficiency, indicators are addressed: 
and equity. - weak. 
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The researcher employed formative qualitative research as described by Patton (2002) 
by making inferences and decisions for the purpose of improving the OECSPP and future 
education policy derived from the theory/ideology, research, and literature presented in Chapter 
I1 and the results of the policy analysis in Chapter N. The researcher used conventional 
qualitative content analysis by studying the OECSPP law and administrative code and 
identifying the education policy behind the OECSPP and comparing the education policy to 
effective education policy in voucher programs. Table 3 below provides a summary of the 
research question and guiding questions in relation to the data, type of method, and data source 
for each question 
summary 
Chapters I, 11, and III have provided an overview of the OECSPP including a review of 
the problem statement complete with guiding questions, purpose of the study, research questions, 
significance of the study, limitations and delimitations, presented a thorough review of 
theoryJideology, research, and literature, and established the design of the study and methods to 
be used- it's time to transition to Chapter IV. 
Chapter IV includes the policy analysis procedures and data following the design and 
methods stated earlier. In Chapter V the researcher will summarize findings, add conclusions, 
and make recommendations for policy, practice, and future research following from this study. 
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Table 3 .  
Summary of the research question and guiding questions to the data, type of method, and data source(s) of each. 
Question Data Type of method Data source(s) 
1. How does the OECSPP OECSPP Program Guide Quantitative and qualitative ODE website; 
address key voucher issues such for Participating Chartered Director of the 
as: (a) freedom of choice; (b) Nonpublic schools; OECSPP 
productive efficiency; (c) equity; Statistics from years 1 and 2 
(d) social cohesion; (e) finance; of the OECSPP 
(9 regulation; (g) support services? 
(Levin, 2002) 
2. What are the aspects of an effective Theories on voucher programs Qualitative Levin (2002), 
policy for education voucher programs? 
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Table 3. Continued. 
Question Data Type of method Data source(s) 
Friedman 
(19621, 
Jencks (1970), 
Chubb and 
Moe (1990), 
Metcalf and 
Belfield and 
Hoenack 
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Table 3. Continued. 
Question Data Type of method Data source(s) 
3. How well does the OECSPP match OECSPP Program Guide Quantitative and 
with the stated policy purposes of for Participating Chartered Qualitative 
voucher programs? Nonpublic schools; Data 
from year 1 and 2 of the OECSPP 
ODE Website; 
Director of 
the OECSPP 
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Chapter IV. Policy Analysis 
Chapter IV presents the policy analysis of the Ohio Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot 
Program (OECSPP) following the research design outlined in detail in Chapter 111. The 
researcher's purpose of the study was to conduct a comprehensive policy analysis of the 
OECSPP to determine the level of alignment with research and theory-based criteria for policy in 
education voucher programs. This analysis was completed by using primarily the comprehensive 
framework for evaluating education vouchers that was developed by Levin (2002) and supported 
through the work of others, as described in earlier chapters. 
In the policy analysis the researcher evaluated the law and administrative code of the 
OECSPP and data representing years 1 and 2 of the OECSPP in comparison to the four criteria 
and three design instruments identified by Levin (2002). The analysis of each criterion and 
design instrument concluded with a rating, based upon the number of descriptive indicators for 
effective education voucher policy found in the OECSPP, as described in Chapter 111. 
This researcher examined the law and administrative code in place for the OECSPP and 
data of the OECSPP by comparing law, administrative code, and data to the relevant criterion 
andfor design instrument identified by Levin (2002). Table 4 provides a summary of the 
relationship between Levin's (2002) criteria and design instruments and policy language for the 
law and administrative code of the OECSPP and OECSPP data. 
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Table 4. 
Relationship between Levin's (2002) criteria and design insiruments andpolicy language for the 
law and administrative code of the Ohio Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot Program 
(OECSPP) and OECSPP data 
Levin (2002) OECSPP 
Freedom 33 10.04: Transportation of eligible students; 3310.06: Program 
of choice nonexclusive for students in eligible schools; 3310.08: Amount 
paid for eligible student-periodic payments-deductions; 33 10.09: 
Maximum award to eligible students; 33 10.10: Tuition sole use of 
scholarship award, 33 10.13: Tuition charged by chartered 
nonpublic schools; 33 10-14: Chattered nonpublic schools with 
enrolled students to administer tests; 3301-1 1-03: List of 
designated buildings used in eligibility determination; assignment 
areas; 3301-1 1-08: Transfer of scholarship; 3301-1 1-10: Payment 
of scholarship amounts; 3301-1 1-1 1: Participation by chartered 
nonpublic schools. 
33 10.02: Educational choice scholarship pilot program established; 
3310.03: Eligibility of students to participate in the program; 3310.06: 
Program nonexclusive for students in eligible schools; 33 10.13: Tuition 
chatged by chartered nonpublic schools; 33 10.14: Chartered nonpublic 
OECSPP Policy Analysis: 67 
Table 4. Continued 
Levin (2002) OECSPP 
Productive 
efficiency 
schools with enrolled students to administer tests; 3301-1 1-03: List of 
designated buildings used in eligibility determination; assignment areas; 
3301-1 1-04: Eligibility for program participation; 3301-1 1-07: Awarding 
scholarships; 3301-1 1-1 1: Participation by chartered nonpublic schools; 
3301-1 1-13: Qualified income verification agents; ODE Data: Total 
number of scholarships applied for and awarded, ODE Data: Total number 
of scholarships terminated during the school year; ODE Data: Total 
number of scholarships remaining at the end of the school year; ODE data: 
Total number of scholarships renewed from year 1 to year 2 of the 
program. 
3310.02: Educational choice scholarship pilot program established; 
3310.09: Maximum awarded to eligible students; 3310.13: Tuition 
c h g e d  by chaaered nonpublic schools; 3310.14: Chartered nonpublic 
schools with enrolled students to administer tests; 3301-1 1-10: Payment of 
scholarship amounts; 3301-1 1- 11: Participation by chartered nonpublic 
schools; ODE data. Total number of scholarships terminated during the 
course of the school year. 
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Table 4. Continued. 
Levin (2002) OECSPP 
- 
Social 3310.03: Eligibility of students to participate in program; 3310.06: 
cohesion Program nonexclusive for students in eligible schools; 33 10.14: 
Chartered nonpublic schools with enrolled students to administer 
tests; 3301-11-04: Eligibility for program participation; 3301-1 1- 
11: Participation by chartered nonpublic schools. 
33 10.08: Amount paid to an eligible student-periodic payments- 
deductions; 3310.09: Maximum award to eligible student; 3310.10: 
Finance 
Regulation 
Tuition sole use of scholarship award; 3310.13: Tuition charged 
by chartered nonpublic schools; 3301-1 1-05: Application for 
program participation; 3301-1 1-10: Payment of scholarship 
amounts; 3301-1 1-13: Qualified income veriiication agents. 
3310.03: Eligibility of students to participate in program; 3310.05: 
Program not available in district with existing pilot program; 
3310.07: Notice of applicant to department; 3310.10: Tuition sole 
use of scholarship award; 3310.12: Program documents as public 
records; 33 10.13: Tuition charged by chartered nonpublic schools; 
33 10.14: Chartered nonpublic schools with enrolled students to 
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Table 4. Continued. 
Levin (2002) OECSPP 
suppoa 
services 
administer tests; 3301-1 1-04: Eligibility for program participation; 3301- 
11-05: Application for program participation; 3301-1 1-09: Termination of 
eligibility; 3301-1 1-1 1: Participation by chartered nonpublic schools; 
3301-11-12: Entities designated to file applications; 3301-11-13: QudiiIed 
income verification agents; 3301-1 1-14: Dispute resolution. 
33 10.04: Transportation of eligible students. 
Policy Analysis 
Freedom of Choice 
Table 5 below displays Levin's (2002) definition of kedom of choice, the descriptive 
indicators associated with freedom of choice, and the sections of the OECSPP law, 
administrative code, and data that the researcher determined to fit into the indicator of fkdom 
of choice. 
The first descriptive indicator, tuition costs covered by vouchers, including special needs, 
was somewhat addressed in 3301-1 1-10: Payment of scholarship amounts, 3301-1 1-1 1: 
Participation by chartered nonpublic schools, 3310.08: Amount paid for eligible student-periodic 
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Table 5. 
Summary of the criterionjeedom of choice. 
Definition (Levin, 2002) Descriptive indicators (Levin, 2002) OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
The rights of families to (a) tuition costs covered by vouchers, 
choose schools for their including special needs; (b) schools 
childhen that are based on allowances of varying philosophies, 
their values, education religion practices, and education 
philosophies, religious goals; (c) degree of regulation in 
beliefs, and political admissions, curriculum, and testing; 
outlooks. (d) supply of schools; (e) availability 
and extensiveness of transportation; 
(0 availability of alternatives to the 
school of choice. 
3310.04: Transportation of eligible students; 3310.06: Program 
of Choice nonexclusive for students in eIigible schools; 33 10.08: 
Amount paid for eligible student-periodic payments-deductions; 
3310.09: Maximum award to eligible students; 3310.10: Tuition 
sole use of scholarship award; 3310.13: Tuition charged by 
chartered nonpublic schools; 33 10-1 4: Chartered nonpublic 
schools with enrolled students to administer tests; 3301-1 1-03: List 
of designated buildings used in eIigibility determination 
assignment areas; 3301-1 1-08: Transfer of scholarship; 3301-1 1- 
10: Payment of scholarship amounts; 3301-1 1-1 1: Participation by 
chartered nonpublic schools. 
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payment-deductions, 33 10.09: Maximum award to eligible students, 33 10.10: Tuition sole use of 
scholarship award, and 3310.13: Tuition charged by chartered nonpublic schools. 
In section 3301-11-10 of the administrative code and 3310.08 and 3310.09 of the law, for 
fiscal year 2007, the maximum scholarship amounts were $4250 for students in grades k-8 and 
$5000 for students in grades 9-12. Starting in fiscal year 2008 and every year thereafter, the 
maximum amount will be increased by the same percentage by which the general assembly 
increased the formula amount, as defined in section 3317.02 of the Revised Code. Section 3301- 
11-10 also outlines that the each scholarship would be the lesser of the applicable net tuition of 
the chartered nonpublic school in which the student is enrolled or the maximum amount 
prescribed in this section of the administrative code. Section 3301-1 1-10 identifies net tuition to 
be the tuition amount specified by the chartered nonpublic school minus all financial aid, 
discounts, and adjustments given to the student (ODE, 2007). 
According to section 3301-1 1-1 1 of the administrative code, each school must annually 
notify the ODE of the tuition structure for the school including all tuition adjustments and 
discounts offered to all students (ODE, 2007). Section 3301-1 1-11 of the administrative code and 
section 3310.13 of the OECSPP law, clearly state that a school may not charge the difference in 
actual tuition vs. the scholarship amount for students whose family income falls at or below two 
hundred percent of the federal poverty level (ODE, 2007). Sections 3301-1 1-1 1 and 3310.13 also 
require participating schools to offer volunteer service opportunities or the equivalencies of such 
opportunities to families of scholarship students who are above two hundred percent of the 
federal poverty level in lieu of cash payments to cover some or all of the difference in the actual 
tuition vs. scholarship amount (ODE, 2007). 
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Section 33 10.10 of the OECSPP law states that the scholarship award may be used only 
for tuition at an approved chartered nonpublic school (ODE, 2007). Thus, the amounts listed 
above were applied solely toward tuition. 
Absent within the law or administrative code for the OECSPP is language about tuition 
costs for students with special needs. All students who received scholarships through the 
OECSPP received the same dollar amount dependent on grade level, as identified within the law 
and administrative code; there is no distinction on the dollar amount for students who have 
special learning needs. 
The second descriptive indicator, schools' allowances of varying philosophies, religion 
practices, and education goals is addressed indirectly in 3301-1 1-11: Participation by chartered 
nonpublic schools of the administrative code. The OECSPP was designed to allow any chartered 
nonpublic school whose leadership demonstrates williigness through a signature of the principal 
or other governing authority to participate in the program provided that it follow the rules set in 
3301-1 1-1 1 (ODE, 2007). Nowhere in the law or the administrative code is there any language 
about specific philosophies, religion practices, or educational goals. Because the program is open 
to any chartered nonpublic school which agrees to follow the rules outlined in 3301-11-11 and 
because there are many different types of chartered nonpublic schools in Ohio ranging in 
philosophies, religion practices, and educational goals, this researcher inferred that the OECSPP 
has been created in a fashion that allows for varying philosophies, religious practices, and 
education goals. 
The third descriptive indicator, degree of regulation in admissions, curriculum, and 
testing is addressed in 3301-1 1-1 1 of the administrative code and 3310.14 of the OECSPP law. 
Section 3301-1 1-1 1 of the administrative code requires that a school abide by its admission 
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policy fairly and without discrimination with regard to students who apply for or have been 
awarded scholarships through the OECSPP (ODE, 2007). Section 3301-1 1-11 requires chartered 
nonpublic schools to have available for inspection by ODE personnel records that relate to the 
school's admission policies (ODE, 2007). 
Section 3301-1 1-1 1 addresses curriculum and testing. For a school to be eligible to 
participate in the OECSPP, it must hold a valid charter issued by the State Board of Education 
(SBOE) under section 3301.16 of the Revised Code, and must be currently in compliance with 
state operating standards that apply to chartered nonpublic schools as specified in Chapter 3301- 
35 of the Administrative Code (ODE, 2007). These sections contain rules on curricula that must 
be taught to each grade level. Sections 3301-1 1-1 1 and 33 10.14 of the OECSPP law state that 
each participating school must administer tests to students receiving scholarships who are 
enrolled in grade levels for which tests are regularly administered pursuant to sections 3301.0710 
and 3301.0712 of the Revised Code and the results must be reported to the ODE (ODE, 2007). 
While the curriculum and testing aspects of this descriptive indicator are clearly spelled 
out, the admissions section, while addressed, is very broad and can be defined differently at each 
participating school. Differing criteria in the admissions processes can lead to students being 
excluded from the program because they are not accepted into a chartered nonpublic school (a 
student must first be accepted to a participating chartered nonpublic school before hdshe can 
apply to the OECSPP). 
The fourth descriptive indicator, supply of schools, is addressed in 3301-1 1-03: List of 
designated buildings used in eligibility determination; assignment areas and in 330 1-1 1-1 1 : 
Participation by chartered nonpublic schools. Section 3301-1 1-03 of the administrative code 
establishes that the ODE will publish a list of public schools that have been declared to be in a 
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state of academic emergency or watch in two of the three most recent ratings of the building 
prior to the first day of July of the school year for which the scholarship will be granted. Section 
3301-11-03 of the administrative wde thus establishes the list of schools that will supply 
students to the OECSPP (ODE, 2007). 
In 3301-11-11, the list of chartered nonpublic schools that have indicated their 
willingness to participate in the OECSPP by signing off on agreed upon rules is established 
Thus, 3301-1 1-1 1 of the administrative code establishes the list of schools that students who 
would like to participate in the OECSPP can apply to for acceptaoce (ODE, 2007). The OECSPP 
clearly establishes a supply of schools by identifying in the law and administrative wde the 
schools where students attend who are eligible to apply for a scholarship and the chartered 
nonpublic schools to which students who are eligible can apply. 
Section 3310.04 of the OECSPP law addresses the fifth descriptive indicator, availability 
and extensiveness of transportation. This section states that students receiving a scholarship 
through the OECSPP are entitled to transportation to and from the chartered nonpublic school by 
the student's resident district as prescribed in section 3327.01 of the Revised Code (ODE, 2007). 
Thus, students participating in the OECSPP can receive transportation. 
Sections 3301-1 1-1 1: Participation by chartered nonpublic schools, 3301-1 1-08: Transfer 
of scholarship, and 3310.06: Program nonexclusive for students in eligible schools addresses the 
sixth indicator, availabiity of alternatives to the school of choice. Section 3301-1 1-1 1 
established a list of alternative chartered nonpublic schools that participate in the OECSPP; 
3301-1 1-08 establishes the guidelines that must be followed for a student to transfer hisiher 
scholarship from one approved chartered nonpublic school that participates in the OECSPP to 
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another, as determined by the list of approved chartered nonpublic schools established in 3301- 
11-11. 
Section 33 10.06 states that the OECSPP is one of several educational options available 
for students enrolled in academic emergency or academic watch schools. Students may also be 
enrolled in: (a) the student's resident district, a community school as established in Chapter 33 14 
of the Revised Code; (b) in another school district through open enrollment established in section 
33 13.98 of the Revised Code; (c) in a chartered nonpublic school with or without participating in 
the OECSPP; or (d) in other schools as the law provides (ODE, 2007). Thus students in the state 
of Ohio have many alternatives to the public school of their residence area 
Overall, the criterion of .freedom of choice was determined to have a rating of moderate. 
This rating was due to the fact that the OECSPP policy meets some of the descriptive indicators 
identified by Levin (2002) at face value (school supply, availability of alternatives to the school 
of choice, and availability and extensiveness of transportation), and some only partially (tuition 
costs covered by vouchers, including special needs and the degree of regulation in admissions, 
curriculum, and testing, and schools' allowances of varying philosophies, religion practices, and 
education goals). 
Equity 
Table 6 summarizes Levin's defmition of equity, the descriptive indicators for equity, and 
the sections of the OECSPP law, administrative code, and data that fit into the criterion of equity. 
The first descriptive indicator, identification of populations by categories, is addressed in 
33 10.02: Educational choice scholarship pilot program established, 33 10.03: Eligibility of 
students to participate in the program, 33 10.13: Tuition charged by chartered nonpublic schools, 
3301-1 1-03: List of designated buildings used in eligibility determination; assignment areas, 
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Table 6. 
Summary of the criterion equity. 
Definition Descriptive indicators OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
(Levin, 2002) (Levin, 2002) 
"The quest for fairness 
in access to educational 
opportunities, resources, 
and outcomes by gender, 
race, social class, 
language origins, and 
geographical location of 
students in the United 
States." 
(a) identification of populations by (a) 3310.02: Educational choice scholarship pilot program 
categories such as race, income, established; (b) 33 10.03: Eligibility of students to participate 
gender, immigrant or language in the program; (c) 3310.06: Program nonexclusive for students in 
status, and/or geographic region; (b) eligible schools; (d) 3310.13: Tuition charged by chartered 
services available to special education nonpublic schools; (e) 3310.14: Chartered nonpublic schools with 
students; (c) access to education enrolled students to administer tests; (Q 3301-11-03: List of 
opportunities; (d) the quality of the designated buildings used in eligibility determination; assignment 
program and peers; (e) probable areas; (g) 3301-1 1-04: Eligibility for program participation; (h) 
education outcome of students. 3301 -1 1-07: Awarding scholarships; (i) 330 1 - 1 1 - 1 1 : Participation 
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Table 6. Continued. 
Definition Descriptive indicators OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
(Levin, 2002) (Levin, 2002) 
by chartered nonpublic schools; (j) 3301-1 1-13: Qualified income 
verification agents; (k) ODE data: Total number of scholarships 
applied for and awarded; (1) ODE data: Total number of 
scholarships terminated during the school year; (m) ODE data: 
total number of scholarships remaining at the end of the school 
year; and (n) ODE data: Total number of scholarships renewed 
from year 1 to year 2 of the program. 
OECSPP Policy Analysis: 78 
3301-1 1-04: Eligibility for program participation, and 3301-1 1-13: Qualified income verification 
agents. 
Provision 33 10.02 of the OECSPP law identifies student populations by income once the 
total number of applicants exceeds the total number of scholarships available. If there are more 
than 14,000 eligible students, this part of the law calls for scholarships to be awarded first to 
students who received them the previous year, second to students whose family income falls at or 
below 200% of the federal poverty guidelines, and third, to any other eligible students. For 
scenarios two and three above, scholarships are awarded by lot if the eligible number of students 
in each category exceeds the number of scholarships available. (ODE, 2007) 
Sections 3310.03 and 3301-1 1-04 list eligibility requirements for students to participate 
in the OECSPP. For a student to be eligible, the following must apply: (a) The student must be 
enrolled in a building that is operated by the student's resident district and which has been 
identified by the ODE in two of the previous three school years as in academic emergency or 
academic watch. The school must not have been identified as excellent or effective in its most 
recent state report card; (b) The student is eligible to enroll in kindergaaen and will be assigned 
to a school building listed above in (a); (c) The student is enrolled in a community school 
(charter school) but would otherwise be assigned to a school described in (a) above; (d) The 
student is eligible to enroll in kindergarten or is enrolled in a community school and all of the 
following apply to the student's resident district: (1) The district has an intradistrict enrollment 
policy under which no student in kindergarten or community school student's grade level is 
automatically assigned to a particular school; (2) In two of the last three school years the district 
was identified as being in a state of academic emergency; (3) The district was not declared to be 
excellent or effective in its most recent rating. Additionally, section 3301-1 1-03 of the 
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administrative code requires that a list of buildings whose students are eligible to apply to the 
OECSPP based upon the criteria listed above be made available. (ODE, 2007) 
Once a student receives a scholarship from the OECSPP, helshe may continue to receive 
scholarships in subsequent school years until hetshe completes grade twelve, provided the 
following apply: (1) The student remains a resident of the school district or transfers to a new 
resident district and otherwise would be assigned in the new resident district to a building 
described in (a) above; (2) While enrolled in the charter nonpublic school, the student takes each 
state test prescribed for the student's grade level as defined by the Ohio Revised Code; and (3) 
The student is not absent from school any more than 20 days for any school year, excluding 
excused absences (ODE, 2007). The major categories by which populations are identified in the 
OECSPP under 33 lO.O3,33Ol-ll-03, and 330 1-1 1-04 are individual school rankings and the 
students who attend those schools, as determined under section 3302.02 of the Revised Code. 
Section 3301-1 1-04 identifies populations by geographic region due to the fact that students who 
were residents of the Cleveland Municipal School district were not eligible for the OECSPP 
because they were a part of a different scholarship and tutoring program established by the state. 
Section 33 10.13 of the OECSPP law establishes that participating chartered nonpublic 
schools cannot charge a student whose family is at or below 200% of the federal poverty 
guidelines tuition that exceeds the total amount paid by the scholarship through the OECSPP. 
This provision allows for families whose income is above the federal poverty guidelines to pay 
the difference between the tuition and scholarship or to do volunteer service in lieu of cash 
payments (ODE, 2007). Thus, this provision of the law distinguishes student populations for the 
OECSPP according to income. Section 3301-1 1-13 establishes provisions for income- 
verification agents. The creation of these provisions has helped to ensure that students are 
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identified by income only if the total number of applicants exceeds the total number of 
scholarships available. (ODE, 2007) 
The OECSPP law and administrative code clearly identify student populations eligible 
for scholarships. The primary method used to identify the student populations is through school 
rating, but the language of the law and administrative code also address identification of student 
populations by both income and geographic region. A caveat within this descriptive indicator is 
found within sections 3310.03 and 3301-1 1-04, wherein students who attend a community school 
but who would otherwise be assigned to a public school where the students are eligible for the 
OECSPP are eligible for the OECSPP. This provision allows for students who are not attending a 
public school in academic watch or emergency to be eligible for the OECSPP, but does not 
provide the same opportunity for students whose parent/guardian(s) have chosen to send them to 
a private school when otherwise they would be assigned to a public school where the students are 
eligible for the OECSPP. This provision identifies students according to attendance at private vs. 
public schools, however; no reason is stated for this distinction in the OECSPP law or 
administrative code. 
The second descriptive indicator, services available to special education students, is not 
addressed within the OECSPP law, administrative code, a d o r  data. 
The third descriptive indicator, access to educational opportunities, is addressed in 
3310.06: Program nonexclusive for students in eligible schools, 3301-1 1-07: Awarding 
scholarships, and the ODE data on the total number of scholarships applied for and awarded. In 
33 10.06, the OECSPP is identified as one of several education options available for students 
enrolled in academic emergency or academic watch schools. Other educational options are 
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community schools, open enrollment to another school district, and chartered nonpublic schools 
without a scholarship through the OECSPP. (ODE, 2007) 
Section 3301 -1 1-07 lists provisions for awarding scholarships. Within this section of the 
administrative code for educational opportunities is the number of scholarships available per year 
(14,000) and the processes involved if the number of eligible applicants is greater than the 
number of scholarships available. The data fkom the first two years of the progratn indicate that 
the number of applications and the total number of scholarships awarded during each of the first 
two years were far under the total number of scholarships available, which meant that all 
students who were determined to be eligible upon application were awarded a scholarship, 
although not all chose to use it. There are other educational options for students who are 
attending schools rated as under academic emergency or academic watch. The fact that for the 
first two years of the OECSPP all students determined to be eligible upon application were 
awarded a scholarship, shows that the OECSPP allows students access to educational options. 
The fourth descriptive indicator, the quality of the program and peers, is addressed in 
33 10.03: Eligibility of students to participate in the program, 3310.14: Chartered nonpublic 
schools with enrolled students to administer tests, 3301-1 1-04: Eligibility for program 
participation, and 3301-1 1-1 1: Participation by chartered nonpublic schools. Sections 3310.03 
and 3301-1 1-04 define the guidelines for student eligibility, as listed earlier. Section 3301 -1 1-1 1 
identifies the chartered nonpublic schools that are eligible to participate in the OECSPP. Based 
on the schools that students come h m  to participate in the OECSPP vs. the schools the students 
in the OECSPP can attend, inferences can be made as to the quality of peers. 
In sections 33lO.l4,33Ol-ll-O4, and 3301-11-11, the chartered nonpublic schools that 
participate in the OECSPP are mandated to administer annually the tests prescribed by sections 
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3301.0710 or 3301.0712 of the Revised Code. Results of the tests for each scholarship student 
must be reported to the ODE. The test results provided are one way that the quality of the 
program can be measured. 
Section 3301-1 1-1 1 outlines criteria that leaders in each participating nonpublic school 
must meet in order to be eligible to participate in the program. Those criteria include a valid 
charter issued by the SBOE, compliance with the state operating standards that apply to 
chartered nonpublic schools, administration of state tests to students receiving scholarships 
through the OECSPP, that availability of records pertinent to the effective implementation of the 
OECSPP be made available to department pemnnel on a n n o d  or unannounced visits, 
compliance with the school's admission policy fairly and without discrimination, information 
and records related to school staff and volunteers, information and records related to school 
policies and procedures, and building, vehicle, and operational safety reports (ODE, 2007). The 
presence of each of these sections helps verify the quality of schools in which the students who 
are part of the OECSPP are enrolled. 
The quality of the OECSPP is addressed more clearly through the OECSPP law and 
administrative code when compared with the quality of peers through the OECSPP. There are 
clear guidelines presented in the law and administrative code to help make judgments about 
program quality, whereas the information provided in the OECSPP law and administrative code 
provided only for subjective interpretations of peer quality. 
The fif€h descriptive indicator, probable education outcome of students, was addressed 
through data provided by the ODE. The data included the number of scholarships terminated 
during each of the fust two school years, the total number of scholarships remaining at the end of 
each school year, and the total number of scholarships renewed from year 1 to year 2 of the 
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program. The data showed that in each of the first two years of the OECSPP 13% of the 
scholarships awarded were terminated, thus 87% of the scholarships awarded during each of the 
first two years of the OECSPP remained at the end of each school year (ODE, 2007). Of the 
students who f ~ s h e d  the first year of the OECSPP with a scholarship, 95% renewed the 
scholarship for the second year of the program (ODE, 2007). 
Even though the program is in its early stages, the probable outcome for students from 
year one to year two was high, based on the fact that 83% of the students who initially received a 
scholarship in year one of the program had their scholarship renewed for year two. In order for a 
student to have had the scholarship renewed, helshe had to have met the academic, discipline, 
and attendance requirements set forth by the chartered nonpublic school helshe was attending, as 
well as the attendance requirements set forth in the OECSPP law and administrative code. Thus, 
students who had their scholarships renewed must be succeeding to some extent in their new 
chartered nonpublic school. 
Of concern is the 13% of students who had their scholarships terminated during the 
course of year one or year two of the program, and the 17% who were initially granted a 
scholarship through the program, but did not receive a scholarship in year two. The probable 
outcome for these students was not as high as for the students who remained part of the program. 
This researcher was not able to draw conclusions as to why these students' outcomes were 
unfavorable since information such as individual student test scores, GPAs, discipline records, 
and attendance records are not available fkom the ODE. 
Overall, a moderate rating was assigned to equity. W e  the law, administrative code, 
and data regarding the OECSPP clearly addressed the descriptive indicators of identification of 
populations by categories such as race, income, gender, immigrant or language status, and/or 
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geographic region and access to educational opportunities, they were not as clear on the quality 
of the program and peers and probable outcomes for students. Finally, the services available to 
special education students were absent in the OECSPP. 
Productive Efficiency 
Table 7 below summarks Levin's d e f ~ t i o n  of productive efficiency, the descriptive 
indicators for productive efficiency, and the sections of the OECSPP law, administrative code, 
and data determined by the researcher to fit into the criterion of productive efficiency. 
In sections 3310.14 and 3301-1 1-1 1, it is stated that chartered nonpublic schools that 
participate in the OECSPP must administer state testing annually to all scholarship recipients. 
The test results are the only standard that is a constant in both the public schools and the 
chartered nonpublic schools by which to measure academic outcome. However, the total number 
of scholarships terminated during the course of year 1 and year 2 of the program also lend some 
insight into the academic outcome of students who are part of the OECSPP. As the data 
demonstrated, 13% of the recipients in each year did not finish the year in the program. 
Sections 3310.09 and 3301-1 1-10, explain designated dollar amounts for all scholarship 
recipients. In 3310.13 and 3301-1 1-1 1 participating schools are not permitted to charge 
additional money above the scholarship amount for families who are at or below 200% of the 
federal poverty guidelines, and each school must provide volunteer opportunities for families 
above the federal poverty guidelines in lieu of cash payments, if the family so chooses. In 
addition, section 3301-1 1-10 establishes that the amount a school receives will be the lesser of 
the actual tuition cost or the maximum amount awarded through the OECSPP. (ODE, 2007) 
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Even though a participating chartered nonpublic school may have a tuition that costs 
more than the scholarship amount available through the OECSPP and even though the allocation 
of money for each student is a higher dollar amount for the public school, usually between 
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Table 7. 
Summary of criterionproductive eflciency. 
Definition Descriptive indicators OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
(Levin, 2002) (Levin, 2002) 
"The maximization of (a) measures relating to academic (a) 3310.02: Educational choice scholarship pilot program 
education results for any outcome vs. costs for similar students established; (b) 33 10.09: Maximum award to eligible student; (c) 
given resource and student services to produce the 3310.13: Tuition charged by chartered nonpublic schools; (d) 
constraint." outcomes; (b) costs associated with 33 10.14: Chartered nonpublic schools with enrolled students to 
monitoring and advertising the administer tests; (e) 330 1-1 1 - 10: Payment of scholarship amounts; 
program distinguished from the (f) 3301-1 1-1 1: Participation of chartered nonpublic schools; and 
cost at the school site. (g) ODE data: Total number of scholarships terminated during the 
course of the school year. 
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$5000-$6000 per student without a disabiity and more for students with disabilities (ODE, 
2008), chartered nonpublic schools must make due with less. It is too earfy in the administration 
of the OECSPP to determine academic outcomes of the students who attend the participating 
chartered nonpublic schools, however, chartered nonpublic schools have demoastrated positive 
results with reduced funding for the average student and significantly reduced funding for 
students with special needs. 
The second descriptive indicator, costs associated with monitoring and advems'i  the 
program separate from the cost at the school site, is not addressed fully in the OECSPP law, 
administrative code, or data. As mentioned earlier, the actual amount of money that a 
patticipating chartered nonpublic school receives for a student on a scholarship is predetermined 
and the same for each student depending on grade level. Nowhere in the law, administrative 
code, or data are dollar amounts allocated for the monitoring and advertising of the OECSPP. 
The OECSPP law clearly establishes in section 3310.02 that 14,000 scholarships are available 
each year. The scholarship amount has been separated from the cost of monitoring and 
advertising the program. 
Overall, productive efficiency was rated a. This rating was given because neither 
descriptive indicator described by Levin (2002) for productive efficiency was clearly present in 
the OECSPP law, administrative code, or data. While the OECSPP law and administrative code 
establishes the use of state tests as a measure of academic outcome, the scholarship amount a 
chartered nonpublic school receives for a student and the guidelines that chartered nonpublic 
schools must adhere to regardhg differences in actual tuition cost when compared to the 
OECSPP scholarship amount, other segments of the two descriptive indicators for productive 
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efficiency are not clearly defmed or absent. Furthermore, costs associated with monitoring and 
advertising the program were absent. 
Social Cohesion 
Table 8 below summarizes Levin's (2002) definition of social cohesion, the descriptive 
indicators for social cohesion, and the sections of the OECSPP law and administrative code 
determined by the researcher to fit into the criterion of social cohesion 
The first four descriptive indicators, (aj(d) above are addressed in sections 33 10.14 and 
3301-1 1-1 1. Section 3310.14 outlines the provision for all students who participate in the 
OECSPP to take state tests annually. In 3301-1 1-1 1, it is stated that participating chartered 
nonpublic schools must hold a valid charter issued by the SBOE and must be in compliance with 
state operating standards that apply to chmred nonpublic schools (ODE, 2007). The four 
descriptive indicators listed above are in one shape or another outlined in the state operating 
standards that specify the curriculum to which chartered nonpublic schools must adhere. 
Students in the OECSPP are educated about history, political institutions, citizen rights, 
responsibilities within political and legal systems, legal h e w o r k s  and institutions, economic 
institutions and their functions, and a common language that is similar to the basic curricula as 
students do who are not part of the OECSPP and attend public schools. 
The fifth descriptive indicator, interactions with peers of different cultures or 
perspectives, is partially addressed in sections 3310.03,3310.06, 3301-1 1-04, and 3301-1 1-1 1. In 
33 10.03 and 3301-1 1-04, the eligibility of students for the OECSPP is spelled out, as described 
earlier in this chapter. These two sections indicate that students eligible to apply to the OECSPP 
may have in their new chartered nonpublic school some peers who were present at the public 
school that was determined to be a failure. 
OECSPP Policy Analysis: 89 
Table 8. 
Summary ofthe indicator social cohesion. 
Defdtion Descriptive indicators OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
(Levin, 2002) (Levin, 2002) 
"The provision of a (a) students exposure to histo~y, (a) 33 10.03: Eligibility of students to participate in the program; 
common education political institutions, citizen rights, (b) 3310.06: Program nonexclusive for students in eligible schools; 
experience that will and responsibilities within the political (c) 33 10.14: Chartered nonpublic schools with enrolled students to 
orient all students to and legal systems; (b) legal frameworks administer tests; (d) 3301-1 1-04: Eligibility for program 
grow to adulthood as and institutions; (c) economic participation; and (e) 3301-1 1-1 1 : Participation by chartered 
full participants in the institutions and their functions; (d) nonpublic schools. 
social, political, and a common language; and (e) interactions 
economic institutions with peers, different cultures or perspectives. 
of society." 
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Section 3310.06 spells out the other options available to students who are attending 
schools in academic emergency or watch. Those options have been identified earlier in this 
chapter. In addition, 3301-1 1-1 1 requires that the ODE establish a list of eligible participating 
charbred nonpublic schools. Based on both 3310.06 and 3301-1 1-1 1, a parent/guardian is able to 
choose the school setting helshe feels is best for hidher child to allow for maximum interaction 
with peers, different cultures, or perspectives. Absent in the OECSPP law and administrative 
code is language that prohibits a chartered nonpublic school fhm teaching only a single culture 
or perspective. Thus, even though a parent/&uardian could choose a chartered nonpublic school 
for hidher child, exercising tkedom witbin the teaching of culture or perspectives, once that 
choice is made, the tolerance of different cultures or perspectives may be limited within the 
chartered nonpublic school. 
Thus social cohesion is rated as moderate. The OECSPP law and administrative code 
outline a basic curriculum that must be taught to meet the needs expressed according to the first 
four descriptive indicators identified by Levin (2002) through reference to the Ohio Revised 
Code, but the law and administrative code do not require chartered nonpublic schools to be 
tolerant of andlor to teach different cultures or perspectives. The more stringent the teaching of 
cultures or perspectives, the less likely a student will have interactions with peers different h m  
himher. 
Finance 
Table 9 below summarizes Levin's definition of finance, the descriptive indicators for 
finance, and the sections of the OECSPP law and administrative code determined by the 
researcher to fit into the design instrument finance. 
Table 9. 
Summary of the design instrumentjhance. 
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- - - -  
Definition Descriptive indicators OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
(Levin, 2002) (Levin, 2002) 
"The overall (a) the process for allocation of money; (a) 33 10.08: Amount paid to an eligible student-periodic payments 
magnitude of the and (b) maximurn amount of tuition a -deductions; (b) 33 10.09: Maximum award to eligible student; (c) 
education voucher, school can charge. 3310.10: Tuition sole use of scholarship award; (d) 3310.13: 
how it is allocated, and Tuition charged by chartered nonpublic schools; (e) 330 1 - 1 1-05: 
whether schools can Application for program participation; (0 330 1 - 1 1 - 10: Payment of 
charge more tuition than scholarship amounts; and (g) 3301 - 1 1-1 3: Qualified income 
the voucher provides." verification agents. 
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The first descriptive indicator, process for allocation of money, is addressed in 3310.08, 
3310.09,3310.10,and 3301-11-10. Sections 3310.08 and3301-11-10 establish the methods of 
payment in the OECSPP law and administrative code. These sections of law and administrative 
code state that an eligible student will receive the lesser of the tuition of the chartered nonpublic 
school hdshe attends or the maximum amount for a scholarship established in the OECSPP law. 
In addition, the OECSPP law and administrative code details that payments are to be made to the 
parent or student directly (if the student is 18 years of age or greater). The administrative code 
establishes that payments are to be mailed to the address provided by the chartered nonpublic 
school. The payments are periodic and partial. These sections of the law and administrative code 
contain language that allows the ODE to reduce or terminate payments for a student who 
withdraws h m  the chartered nonpublic school prior to the end of the school year. The law 
establishes that the money for student scholarships ($2700 for kindergarten and $5200 for grades 
1-12) is to be directly deducted h m  the eligible students' public school district of residence 
state funding. The law establishes that a student who leaves the OECSPP and returns to hidher 
public school district-of-residence will have hidher funding for the public school restored 
proportionally. Finally, the administrative code establishes that in cases where discounts are 
offered for multiple students in the same family and not all students are scholarship recipients, 
that the scholarship amount be the lowest tuition the family is charged. The administrative code 
establishes a reconciliation period each school year to take care of overpayments. (ODE, 2007) 
Sections 3310.09 and 3301-1 1-10 establish dollar amounts for the scholarships. Students 
participating in the OECSPP in grades k-8 received scholarships for $4250 while students in 
grades 9-12 received scholarships for $5000. These sections of the law and administrative code 
establish that in fiscal year 2008 and each fiscal year thereafter, the maximmu award amount 
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would increase by the same percentage the general assembly increased the formula amount. 
(ODE, 2007) 
Section 33 10.08 of the OECSPP law states that h d i n g  for the public school district 
attended by a student eligible for the OECSPP will be reduced by $2700 for kindergarten 
students and $5200 for students in grades 1-12 even though the actual scholarship amounts paid 
to the chartered nonpublic school are a maximum of $4250 for students in grades k-8 and $5000 
for students in grades 9-12, as established in 3310.09 and 3301-1 1-10. Unless a student is in 
kindergarten at a chartered nonpublic school that charged tuition over $2700, the state is actually 
saving money on what it would have paid for each student if helshe had stayed in the public 
school. 
In 3310.10, the OECSPP law establishes that a scholarship awarded through the OECSPP 
can be used only for tuition at a chartered nonpublic school (ODE, 2007). The Director of 
Nonpublic Educational Options at the ODE indicated that payments are made three times per 
year (October, January, and April) (S. Cosmo, personal communication, November 18,2008). 
As shown in sections 3310.08,3310.09,3310.10,3301-11-10 and through diict 
communication with the Director of Nonpublic Educational Options at the ODE, the way that 
money is allocated for the OECSPP is clearly defined. The law and administrative code call for 
stringent guidelines regarding the origin of the money for the scholarships, how much is paid and 
to whom, how many times it is paid, how prorations occur for both the public school and 
chartered nonpublic school, and how overpayments are reconciled. 
The second descriptive indicator, maximum amount of tuition a school can charge, is 
addressed in sections 3310.13,3301-11-05, and 3301-11-13. In 3310.13, the OECSPP law 
establishes that a chartered nonpublic school may not assess a student whose family is at or 
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below 200% of the federal poverty guidelines regarding any additional tuition charges above the 
scholarship amount the student received. The law also states that students above 200% of the 
federal poverty guidelines may be charged the difference between actual tuition and the 
scholarship amount. However, this same provision in the law indicates that the family has a right 
to opt to volunteer at the school to cover the difference in lieu of paying cash. (ODE, 2007) 
To verify the income level of a scholarship recipient, sections 3301-1 1-05 and 3301-1 1- 
13 establish language for the use of income verification agents to determine whether a student is 
above, at, or below 200% of the federal poverty guideline (ODE, 2007). The answer to the 
second descriptive indicator, can a school charge more tuition than the voucher covers, is 
outlined in the law and administrative code of the OECSPP. 
In conclusion, the design instrument of finance was rated strong. The OECSPP law and 
administrative code addressed the two descriptive indicators identified by Levin (2002) for 
finance thoroughly, as discussed above. 
Regulaiion 
Table 10 below summarizes Levin's definition of regulation, the descriptive indicators 
for regulation, and the sections of the OECSPP law and administrative code determined by the 
researcher to fit into the design instrument regulation. 
Sections 3310.03,3310.05,3301-11-04, and 3301-1 1-1 1 address the fmt descriptive 
indicator (a). In 33 10.03 and 3301 -1 1-04, the law and administrative code identifies students 
who are eligible for the OECSPP based upon the rating assigned to the school they are presently 
attending. Section 33 10.05 establishes that students who reside in the Cleveland Municipal 
School District, where a pilot project scholarship program is already in place, are not eligible for 
the OECSPP. Requirements for chartered nonpublic school leaders who wish to participate in the 
Table 10. 
Summary of design instrument regulation. 
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D e f ~ t i o n  Descriptive indicators OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
(Levin, 2002) (Levin, 2002) 
Requirements set out (a) requirements set by the government (a) 33 10.03: Eligibility of students to participate in the program; 
by the government for for eligibility of schools to participate (b) 33 10.05: Program not available in district with existing pilot 
eligibility of schools to in the program; and (b) rules that must program; (c) 33 10.07: Notice of applicant to department; (d) 
participate in the voucher be adhered to by the schools and 3310.10: Tuition sole use of scholarship award; (e) 33 10.12: 
system, as well as other families utilizing vouchers. Program documents as public records; (0 33 10.13 : Tuition 
rules that schools and charged by chartered nonpublic schools; (g) 33 10.14: 
families must follow in Chartered nonpublic schools with enrolled students to administer 
using the education tests; (h) 3301-1 1-04: Eligibility for program participation; (i) 
voucher. 3301-1 1-05: Application for program participants; 6) 3301-1 1-09: 
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Table 10. Continued. 
Definition Descriptive indicators OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
(Levin, 2002) (Levin, 2002) 
Termination of eligibility; (k) 3301-1 1-1 1: Participation by 
chartered nonpublic schools; (1) 3301-1 1-12: Entities designated 
to file applications; (m) 3301-1 1-13: Qualified income 
verification agents; and (n) 3301-1 1-14: Dispute resolution. 
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OECSPP are identified in 3301-1 1-1 1. Thus, the first descriptive indicator for regulation clearly 
establishes guidelines for determining which students are eligible, while also establishing 
requirements for chartered nonpublic school leaders who want their school to participate in the 
program. 
The second descriptive indicator, (b), is addressed in sections 33 lO.O3,33 lO.O7,33 10.10, 
3310.12,3310.13,3310.14,3301-11-04,3301-11-05,3301-11-09,3301-11-11,3301-11-12, 
3301-11-13, and 3301-11-14. In 3310.03 and 3301-11-04, the OECSPP law and administrative 
code state that students who receive a scholarship one year remain eligible to receive 
scholarships through grade twelve, as long as the student (a) remains a resident of the district or 
(b) transfers to a new district and is assigned to a school that is OECSPP eligible, (c) the student 
takes each state test prescribed for the student's grade level, and (d) the student is not absent 
more than 20 days, not including excused absences (ODE, 2007). 
Section 33 10.07 of the OECSPP law establishes a process for applicants to notify the 
ODE of the student's name, parent or guardian's name and address, the name of the chartered 
nonpublic school the student will be attend'hg, and the tuition charged by the chartered 
nonpublic school (ODE, 2007). According to the language in 33 10.07, a student must be 
accepted to a chartered nonpublic school before an application to the OECSPP can be made. 
Section 3301-1 1-12 of the OECSPP administrative code establishes that the chartered nonpublic 
school that accepts the student is authorized to file the student's application if the applicant so 
designates in writing (ODE, 2007). 
The application process is further detailed in 3301-1 1-05 of the OECSPP administrative 
code such that (a) the components of the application, (b) the need to submit an application each 
year after the initial scholarship was awarded, (c) the need to verify income if a parent indicates 
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that the family income level is at or below 200% of the federal poverty guidelines, and (d) a 
series of items to which recipients must agree are established. These items include: (a) 
notification to the ODE of any income level or address changes, (b) the receipt of and 
understanding of the chartered nonpublic school's handbook, (c) an agreement to abide by the 
OECSPP dispute resolution process identified in section 3301-1 1-14 of the administrative code, 
and (e) an understanding that the scholarship may be applied only for tuition and the applicant 
must apply for any and all financial aid or tuition discounts and adjustments made available to 
students attending the chartered nonpublic school (ODE, 2007). 
Section 33 10.10 of the OECSPP law details the rule that families receiving the 
scholarship and schools accepting it can apply it to tuition only (ODE, 2007). Section 3310.12 of 
the OECSPP law indicates that records the ODE holds in regard to the OECSPP are considered 
public under section 149.43 of the Revised Code (ODE, 2007). Section 3310.13 of the OECSPP 
law deals with the amount of tuition a chartered nonpublic school may charge over the 
scholarship amount. Each of these three sections of the OECSPP law make clear the rules that 
both schools and parents must follow to participate in the OECSPP. 
Section 33 10.14 indicates that participating chartered nonpublic schools must administer 
annual state tests at the appropriate grade levels to students receiving scholarships through the 
OECSPP in accordance with section 3301 .O1 or 3301.0712 of the Revised Code. This section 
also requires each chartered nonpublic school to report the results to the ODE (ODE, 2007). 
Section 3301-1 1-09 states that a student will not lose hisher scholarship for not taking the 
appropriate grade-level test if it were found that the charted nonpublic school had failed to meet 
its obligation. It also establishes gmunds on which OECSPP eligibility may be terminated: (a) 
inaccurate information on an application and (b) withdrawal or expulsion h m  the chartered 
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nonpublic school and failure to enroll in another OECSPP participating chartered nonpublic 
school within thirty calendar days (ODE, 2007). 
Section 3301 -1 1-1 1 sets forth rules that participating chartered nonpublic schools must 
adhere to. Section 3301-1 1-13 establishes how an income verification agency could become a 
qualified agency under the OECSPP for the verification of family financial information. Section 
3301-1 1-13 authorizes the ODE to develop a schedule of amounts to be paid for verification 
services to d e h y  the costs incurred by applicants (ODE, 2007). 
Section 3301-1 1-14 establishes the dispute-resolution process to be used if a question 
were to arise about a student's eligibility or other aspects of the operation of the program. The 
dispute resolution process gives final authority to the ODE. This section specifies that the ODE 
has 30 days to review documents submitted by the aggrieved parties and make a final 
determination (ODE, 2007). This dispute resolution process pertains to both parents and 
chartered nonpublic schools. 
The OECSPP law and administrative code is overflowing with rules that must be 
followed by the schools and families using vouchers; thus, the OECSPP has met the 
requirements of the second descriptive indicator for regulation as defined by Levin (2002). 
Therefore, the design instrument of regulation is rated strong because both descriptive indicators 
for regulation were met within the OECSPP law and administrative code. 
Support Services 
Table 11 below summarizes Levin's definition of support services, the descriptive 
indicators for support services, and the sections of the OECSPP law and administrative code 
determined by the researcher to fit into the design instrument support services. 
Table 11. 
Summary of design instrument support services. 
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Definition Descriptive indicators OECSPP law, administrative code, and data 
(Levin, 2002) (Levin, 2002) 
"Publicly provided (a) providing families with information (a) 33 10.04: Transportation of eligible students. 
services designed to on the voucher program; and (b) 
increase the effectiveness providing students with transportation. 
of the market in providing 
fieedom of choice, 
productive efficiency, and 
equity." 
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The first descriptive indicator, providing families with information on the voucher 
program, is not addressed in the OECSPP law or administrative code. The Director of Nonpublic 
Educational Options at the ODE indicated that during the first year of the program, mailing lists 
were requested by and received from officials at schools where eligible students attended. The 
Director indicated that some mailings were made to eligible families. For the second year of the 
program, according to the D i t o r ,  the budget for this type of communication was eliminated. 
The Director stated that while outside agencies continue to distribute information to parents 
about the OECSPP, the ODE no longer does (S. Cosmo, personal communication, November 18, 
2008). 
Section 33 10.04 addresses the second descriptive indicator, providing students with 
transportation: Any student who received a scholarship through the OECSPP and was enrolled 
in a chartered nonpublic school is entitled to transportation to and from the chartered nonpublic 
school by the student's resident district as prescribed in section 3327.01 of the Revised Code 
(ODE, 2007). 
The design instrument of support services was rated moderate. The OECSPP law and 
administrative code lacks components that address dissemination of information about the 
program to eligible students. Information sharing by the ODE about the program has been 
discontinued due to budget cuts. However, the issue of student transportation is clearly addressed 
in the OECSPP law in a positive manner for students. 
Table 12 s-s the rating results of the four criteria and three design instruments. 
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Table 12. 
Summary offndings for the four criteria, three design instruments. 
Criteria and design instrument Rating 
(Levin, 2002) 
Critical 
incidents 
Freedom of Choice 
Equity 
Productive Efficiency 
Social Cohesion 
Finance 
Regulation 
Support Services 
Moderate 
Moderate 
Weak 
Moderate 
Strong 
Strong 
Moderate 
Overall OECSPP Education Policy 14/24 
summary 
Chapters &4J have provided an overview of the OECSPP, established a problem 
statement complete with guiding questions, the purpose of the study, research questions. They 
have given the significance of the study, discussed limitations and delimitations, presented a 
thorough review of theoryhdeology, research, and literature, established the design of the study 
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and methods to be used, and presented the OECSPP policy analysis. In Chapter V, the researcher 
summarizes the findings, draws conclusions, discusses salient points, and makes 
recommendations for policy, practice, and future research. 
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Chapter V. Summary of Conclusions, and Recommendations 
Introduction 
The findings presented in detail in Chapter N are summarized and conclusions on 
whether the Ohio Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot Program (OECSPP) is aligned with 
research and theory-based criteria for policy in education voucher programs are discussed in this 
final chapter. In addition, recommendations for policy, practice, and future research are 
presented. 
The researcher's purpose for this study was to conduct a comprehensive policy analysis 
of the OECSPP to assess how well the policy was aligned with research and theory-based criteria 
for policy in education voucher programs, using primarily the work of Levin (2002), who 
developed a comprehensive h e w o r k  for evaluating education vouchers. This analysis is both 
timely and important because it provides the first step in an evaluation of the OECSPP, as 
described by Fowler (2004). That is, before a full evaluation of the OECSPP can be completed, a 
comprehensive analysis of the policy behind should be completed. The researcher completed 
such a comprehensive analysis of the OECSPP policy, setting the stage for a program evaluation 
to take place by another researcher at a later time. 
This comprehensive policy analysis was an independent review analysis in that this 
researcher was not connected to the OECSPP or the Ohio Department of Education (ODE). This 
analysis was primarily completed by comparing the OECSPP to conceptualizations of Levin 
(2002), relative to the policy issues that urge privatization. Levin's (2002) comprehensive 
framework was found in a review of literature for this study and incorporates the work of other 
researchers, including Chubb and Moe (1990), Friedman (1962), Hoenack (1997). Jencks (1970), 
and Metcalf and Legan (2002) . It is supported in later work by Belfield and Levin (2005). 
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This study was primarily a formative evaluation using preexisting quantitative and 
qualitative data. Based on the design framework of Johnson (2001), this study included 
quantitative explanatory nonexperimental research. The qualitative components of this study are 
formative qualitative research and conventional content analysis. 
In this study, the researcher analyzed the OECSPP law and administrative code and 
attempted to make sense of it by identifying the education policy behind the OECSPP and 
determining its level of alignment with research and theory-based criteria for policy in education 
voucher programs. The sections of the OECSPP law, administrative code, and data were first 
placed into the appropriate criterion or design instrument as identified by Levin (2002) and then 
evaluated in relation to that criterion or design instrument. A final rating was assigned to the 
OECSPP within each criteria or design instrument. 
The final rating was determined by comparing the education policy detailed within the 
OECSPP with the descriptive indictors that were identified within each criteria or design 
instrument, as described in Chapter I1 and summarized in Table 2. Each criterion or design 
instrument was assigned a rating of "strong", "moderate", or "weak". A criterion or design 
instrument (within the educafion policy of the OECSPP) given a rating of "strong" was found to 
have all of the descriptive indicators addressed, a criterion or design instrument given a rating of 
"moderate" was found to have at least one demiptive indicator addressed, but not all, and a 
criterion or design instrument given a rating of ''weak'' was found to have no descriptive 
indicators addressed. 
Once each criterion and design instrument was analyzed and rated, the researcher 
identified the number of critical incidents within each criterion and design instrument and then 
totaled the amount for the entire OECSPP. The number of critical incidents was determined by 
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identifying how many descriptive indicators were addressed in the OECSPP policy within each 
criterion and design instrument. The critical incidents were important because the overall rating 
for each criterion and design instrument presented a macro look at the OECSPP policy while the 
critical incident count provided a micro view of the policy. The critical incidents served as a 
springboard for determining the alignment of the OECSPP with research and theory-based 
criteria for policy in education voucher programs and providing the information needed for a 
complete analysis of the OECSPP policy. A summary of the findings is presented in Table 12. 
Conclusions 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) (No Child Left Behind [NCLB PL 107-1 101,2002) has 
created opportunities for school choice options for parent/guardian(s) because of the law's 
provisions that designate public school failure if they do not meet certain criteria While 
Sweetland (2002) identified many forms of school choice and Fowler (2003) described how 
rapidly school choice has evolved in the last 25 years, the issue of school choice remains hotly 
debated. This study focused on one type of school choice, vouchers, and focused on one 
particular pilot program, the OECSPP. While there are many proponent views of vouchers 
(Belfield & Levin, 2005; Fowler, 2003; Kennedy, 2001; Metcalf & Legan, 2002; Nechyba, 2007; 
O'Brien, 2001) there are as many views shared by opponents: (Bodemar, 1996; Fowler, 2003; 
Glass, 2008; Green, 2001; Kennedy, 2001; Metcalf & Legan, 2002; McEwan, 2000; O'Brien, 
2001). Many studies have been conducted on voucher programs (Brownson, 2001; Camilli and 
Bulkley, 2001; Carnoy, 2001; Forster, 2008; Greene et al., 1996; Greene et al., 1997; Greene & 
Winters, 2003; Harris, 2001; Howell et al., 2000, Ladd & Glennie, 2001; Lubienski, 2008; 
Metcalf, 1998; Metcalf et al., 2003; Plucker et al., 2006, Rouse, 1998; Witte, Sterr, & Thorn, 
1995) and many b e w o r k s  suggested for how voucher programs should be structured and 
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evaluated (Belfield & Levin, 2005; Chubb and Moe, 1990; Friedman, 1962; Hoenack, 1997; 
Jencks et al., 1970; Levin, 2002; Metcalf & Legan, 2002). Conclusions about the OECSPP were 
presented within each criterion and design instrument as identified by Levin (2002) and were 
made based upon the findings presented in chapter N and summarized above in combination 
with the theorylideology, research, and literature presented in Chapter 11. 
Freedom of Choice 
While many aspects of freedom of choice are addressed by the OECSPP law and 
administrative code, two critical elements were found to be lacking. Levin (2002) and Belfield 
and Levin (2005) identified the cost covered by vouchers, including special needs, to be a critical 
element in freedom of choice. Even though the funding formula for the amount of money a 
school district receives h m  the State of Ohio takes into account special education services by 
increasing the dollar amount for special education students based upon the level of additional 
support needed, the OECSPP provides only a flat rate voucher like the one proposed by 
Friedman (I 962) regardless of the level of services required. As a result, chartered nonpublic 
schools, which typically do not provide additional services for special education students due to 
cost, are left to with no additional monetary incentive to establish special education programs 
and accept special education students into their schools. The lack of additional funding for 
special education students in the OECSPP creates a situation where a special education student 
may not be accepted into a chartered nonpublic school due to a lack of available services; thus 
the student is not permitted to apply to the OECSPP because helshe has to be accepted into a 
chartered nonpublic school prior to applying to the OECSPP. Freedom of choice in the OECSPP 
is thus greatly hindered by the lack of additional funding for special education The policy 
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should allow for universal access to the OECSPP so that public schools do not become exclusive 
for special education students. 
Belfield and Levin (2005), Hoenack (1997), Levin (2002), and Metcalf and Legan (2002) 
each called for equity in the identitication of students eligible for voucher programs. The 
OECSPP clearly outlines in its law and administrative code which students are eligible to 
participate in the program. Not only must a student be in a school deemed failing, but the student 
must also be accepted to a chartered nonpublic school prior to applying to the OECSPP (ODE, 
2007). As a result, not all students who are eligible to apply to chartered nonpublic schools are 
ultimately eligible to apply to the OECSPP because of the status of the public school they are 
attending. This situation occurs because students who apply to chartered nonpublic schools may 
have their admission denied for reasons such as: poor academic performance, poor discipline 
history, or the need for special senices that the school cannot provide (as indicated above). Each 
chartered nonpublic school official has hidher own criteria that helshe uses to determine 
acceptance to the school. The differing criteria lead to situations wherein one school may accept 
a student while another denies the same student admission or wherein a student is not accepted to 
any chartered nonpublic school and, as a result, is unable to take advantage of the opportunity to 
apply to the OECSPP. Again, M o r n  of choice in the OECSPP is greatly hindered by a lack of 
clear understanding on what credentials a student must have to be accepted into a ch-red 
nonpublic school. Universal M o m  of choice does not exist. A lack of true fkedom of choice 
creates potential equity issues in the OECSPP policy. 
Equi9 
While many of the descriptive indicators identified by Levin (2002) for equity are present 
in the OECSPP, a few descriptive indicators appear to be lacking. Levin (2002) and Belfield and 
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Levin (2005) identified the need for policies addressing voucher programs to specify the services 
available for special education students as part of the equity criterion. As discussed above, the 
OECSPP law and administrative code lacks any language pertaining to special education 
students. As a result, the OECSPP law and administrative code does not provide special 
education students with any additional services unless a chartered nonpublic school chooses to 
provide them of its own volition. This lack of required services, coupled with the lack of 
additional funding for special education students listed above, creates a situation in which 
chartered nonpublic schools may choose not to accept students with learning disabilities into 
their schools, resulting in an artificially small percentage of special education students in the 
OECSPP. 
Belfield and Levin (2005), Hoenack (1997), Levin (2002), and Metcalf and Legan (2002) 
identified the need for equity in the ways in which students qualify for a voucher program. While 
the OECSPP law and administrative code identify which students are eligible and which 
chartered nonpublic schools are eligible to participate, critical data on demographic breakdowns 
of the students participating in the program were not available when the researcher requested the 
information h m  the ODE. The researcher was provided general data, as presented earlier in this 
study, but not detailed data such as: (a) how many students who participate in the OECSPP have 
identified leaming disabilities, @) were the students who participated in the OECSPP 
academically successful prior to enrolling in the chartered nonpublic school they attend through 
the OECSPP, and (c) individual Ohio Achievement or Ohio Graduation Test scores for each 
participant. Without this data, the researcher is not able to analyze how effectively the OECSPP 
is achieving equitable participation among the students who are eligible to participate. 
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Levin (2002), Metcalf and Legan (2002), and Belfield and Levin (200.5) discussed the 
need for voucher programs to iden@ the students that are eligible to participate. As explained 
earlier in this dissertation, the law and administrative code of the OECSPP does identify the 
students who are eligible to participate but it does so in a way that appears to be inequitable. 
Students who attend a community (charter) school but who would otherwise attend a public 
school where students are eligible to participate in the OECSPP are eligible for the program but 
students who attend a chartered nonpublic school but who would otherwise attend a public 
school where students are eligible to participate in the OECSPP are not. There is no explanation 
in the law or administrative code as to why this inequity in eligibility exists, but it creates a 
situation where a parenVguardian(s) who removed a child h m  a public school failing by state 
standards prior to the creation of the OECSPP is financially punished. The parenvguardian who 
chooses to send hisher child to the community (charter) school made the same decision not to 
have his/her child attend a public school deemed failing by the state. 
Productive Eflciency 
Productive efficiency is the indicator identified by Levin (2002) that was assigned the 
lowest ranking, weak, in the OECSPP in this study. Belfield and Levin (2005), Chubb and Moe 
(1990), Jencks (1970), and Levin (2002) all identified the need for some type of office to oversee 
a voucher program. The law and administrative code of the OECSPP establishes the ODE as the 
agency in charge of overseeing the program. UnfortunateIy, the OECSPP law and administrative 
code does not specify the amount of money that should be set aside each year to operate and 
advertise the program to parenVguardian(s). As a result, money that is needed to help publicize 
the program to families who quahfy was available for year one of the program, but not for future 
years. The failure to publicize the program leads to an uninformed public, which may create 
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another inequity in that only a subgroup of children with particularly proactive 
parent/&ian(s) will take part in the OECSPP. This contention is supported by Bodemar 
(1996), Glass (2008), McEwan (2000), and Metcalf and Legan (2002), who theorized that the 
opportunity to use a voucher would be accessible primarily by educated parent/guardian(s) 
already actively involved in their children's education, while less active and less educated 
parent/guardian(s) would make poor school choices or no school choices for their children, 
resulting in an increase in the socioeconomic barrier. 
Belfield and Levin (2005), Chubb and Moe (1990), Friedman (1962), Hoenack (1997), 
Levin (2002), Jencks (1970), and Metcalf and Legan (2002) all identified some type of funding 
system as  critical to voucher programs. While the OECSPP law and administrative code do 
clearly outline the funding system in place, a discrepancy exists that is not explained. As 
identified in Chapter IV of this study, even if a chartered nonpublic school has a tuition higher 
than the cost covered by a scholarship through the OECSPP, the scholarship amount will not 
change, even though state fundii per pupil in public school is between $5000-$6000 dollars per 
year in grades 1-12, and half that amount for students in kindergarten. This means that the 
chartered nonpublic school, in most cases, receives less funding per student than does the public 
school. It would seem that this creates an inequitable situation between the public school and the 
chartered nonpublic school, which directly impacts the student in that the amount of services 
provided by a school is directly relational to the money a school has. 
Social Cohesion 
While the majority of descriptive indicators identified by Levin (2002) for social 
cohesion are addressed in the OECSPP law and administrative code, the OECSPP appears to be 
lacking in language that prohibits the exclusion of different cultures or perspectives. Chartered 
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nonpublic schools are free to teach the culture or perspective that they deem appropriate. While a 
parent/guardian does have a choice in applying to a chaaered nonpublic school that does not 
meet their own culture or perspective on the world, if they choose to send their child to that 
school, there is no guarantee that helshe will be exposed to a variety of cultures or perspectives. 
The lack of specific language in the OECSPP requiring such immersion in diierent cultures and 
perspectives creates a program that does not fully live up to the criterion of social cohesion. 
Finance 
All descriptive indicators as identified by Leviu (2002) were addressed in the OECSPP 
law and administrative code. As noted earlier, it is an interesting caveat within the law and 
administrative code that the public school district that an OECSPP student previously attended 
will have its funding reduced by $2700 for a kindergarten student and $5200 for a student in 
grades 1-12. At the same time, the maximum scholarship amount paid for a student in grades k- 
8 was $4200 and in grades 9-12 was $5000. Unless a student attends a kindergarten that costs 
more than $2700, the state is actually saving money on each student in the OECSPP. This creates 
a scenario where the chartered nonpublic school is expected to provide the student an equivalent, 
and in the case of the OECSPP, a better education than the public school, but is left with less 
money per student with which to do so. 
Regulation 
Belfield and Levin (2005), Chubb and Moe (1990), Hoenack (1997), Jencks (1970), 
Levin (2002), and Metcalf Legan (2002) all called for rules governing voucher programs for both 
receiving schools and parent/guardian(s). Through the law and administrative code of the 
OECSPP, all descriptive indicators of regulation as identified by Levin (2002) were addressed. 
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Support Services 
One descriptive indicator identified by Levin (2002) for support services is absent in the 
OECSPP. After the first year of the program, h d s  were eliminated from the ODE budge for 
publicizing the OECSPP. The ODE now relies on outside agencies to distribute the information 
to parents (S. Cosmo, personal communication, November 18,2008). The lack of funding to 
promote the program creates the possibility for a scenario where the public is not aware of the 
OECSPP and how it operates. 
OECSPP 
As indicated earlier in the summary of findings and discussed in detail in Chapter IV of 
this dissertation, the OECSPP met 14 of 24 critical incidents or 58.3% of the descriptive 
indicators identified by Levin as necessary in voucher programs. The answer to the research 
question of this study, How does the OECSPP address key voucher issues such as those 
presented by Levin (2002): a. Freedom of Choice; b. Productive Efficiency; c. Equity; d. Social 
Cohesion; e. Finance; f. Regulation; and g. Support Services is addressed above. Levin (2002) 
theorized that voucher programs would be stronger in some areas and weaker in others, and that 
is exactly the case for the OECSPP. 
Discussion 
The researcher has determined the alignment of the OECSPP to research and theory- 
based criteria for policy in education voucher programs to be 58.3%. This percentage of 
alignment demonstrates that while the OECSPP policy does have a number of good wmponents 
in it, several key components are missing. The key wmponents that are missing in the OECSPP 
policy create a scenario of inequity and segregation for students and schools. 
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Dehli (2008) theorized that school choice should provide an increase in equity for every 
child to gain access to a school suited to their needs. The OECSPP was designed with to 
incorporate an option for students attending a public school deemed to be failing by the state to 
have the opportunity to receive their education in another school setting. The researcher has 
shown through this study that the lack of language specifically addressing special education 
students, the ability of chartered nonpublic schools to define their own admissions standards 
coupled with the fact that a student cannot apply to be part of the OECSPP until helshe has been 
accepted into a chartered nonpublic school, and the flat rate voucher regardless of a student's 
education needs has created a policy that leads to the situation described by McEwan (2000) and 
MetcaIf and Legan (2002), where the failing public schools are becoming dumping grounds for 
students who do not perform academically. 
The OECSPP policy includes language that allows chartered nonpublic school 
administrators to deny special education students admittance to their school, thus realizing the 
fear of Fowler (2003) and Metcalf and Legan (2002) that voucher programs would discriminate 
against special needs students because these students cost more to educate than "normal" 
students. Thus the OECSPP has created a situation where the majority of special education 
students do not have to be given the opportunity to apply for the OECSPP for reasons stated 
earlier, thus creating a situation of inequity and segregation. The inequity and segregation is not 
acceptable for a "pilot" program and is even more troubling if the program becomes permanent 
without any policy changes or if other states decide to model their program off of the OECSPP. 
The OECSPP is also based upon the assumption that the chartered nonpublic school that 
a parentlguardian chooses to send hidher child to is better performing than the public school that 
the state has determined to be in "academic watch" or "academic emergency". As with voucher 
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programs in other states, chartered nonpublic schools are not "graded" on the same criteria as 
public schools. Kennedy (2001) demonstrated that the schools in Milwaukee that were part of the 
voucher program did not have to follow many of the same standards as did the public schools. In 
Ohio, the major difference and biggest obstacle to determining the success of a chartered 
nonpublic school is that chartered nonpublic schools are not given a State Report Card rating as 
are given to public schools. The public school State Report Card rating is what determines which 
public schools have students eligible to participate in the OECSPP. The lack of a State Report 
Card for chartered nonpublic schools leaves a major question to be asked, that question being: 
How can one be certain the chartered nonpublic school a student attends is any better than the 
public school they were allowed to leave through the OECSPP? Decisions on where to allocate 
money to benefit students should be based upon empirical evidence that demonstrates success for 
students, rather than merely providing another option that is not proven to be successful. 
If the inadequacies identified in the current policy behind the OECSPP are left 
unaddressed and the OECSPP has its "pilot" title removed and is expanded throughout the State 
of Ohio or if other states model their voucher program policy after the OECSPP, what will result 
is an education system where special education students are placed into a potential de facto 
segregation situation and left in public schools deemed underperforming by the state. It will also 
create an education option that is not proven to be any more successful than the public school the 
student was attending in the first place. Social policy should not be based on a total h e  
market--there needs to be some regulation. 
The following section identifies recommendations for policy, practice, and future 
research that will address the inequity and segregation that are currently present as a result of the 
policy behind the OECSPP. 
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Recommendations for Policy, Practice, and Future Research 
Special Education Students 
The researcher determined that the OECSPP law and administrative code do not allow for 
additional funding for special education students nor do they call for services for special 
education students. Policy makers in Ohio should modify the policy behind the OECSPP to 
allow the full amount of funding for a special education student at a chartered nonpublic school 
that hdshe would receive if heishe remained in the public school. This increased funding may 
change the current practice of many chartered nonpublic schools that currently do not offer 
special education services because of the cost. The result of such a change may also lead to an 
increase in the number of special education students who are part of the OECSPP, thus allowing 
a &edom of choice that is currently lacking for most and eliminating the inequity and 
segregation currently present for special education students. 
Standards for Acceptance at Chmlered NonpubIic Schools 
The researcher determined that the OECSPP law and administrative code is written in 
such a way as to allow the chartered nonpublic school administration to decide whether a student 
is accepted into the school or not, and as a result, whether the student can apply to be part of the 
OECSPP. Policy makers in Ohio should modify the policy behind the OECSPP to create a 
standard and transparent set of acceptance requirements to chartered nonpublic schools which 
participate in the OECSPP. If the problems addressed above regarding funding of special 
education students were adjusted, the researcher would suggest that the policy should be that all 
chartered nonpublic schools who choose to participate in the OECSPP must accept all OECSPP 
eligible students who apply to their school. This change in policy and practice would result in 
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every child who is OECSPP eligible being able to apply to the program, thus eliminating 
inequity and segregation. 
Access to OECSPP Datafiom the ODE 
While the ODE was helpful in obtaining general data on the OECSPP, access to more 
detailed data would be beneficial, not only for this study but for future studies as well. It is 
recommended that the ODE change its cwent practice and devote more resources to the 
oversight of the OECSPP in order to make more detailed information available. 
Community (Charter) vs. Chartered Nonpublic Schools 
As established earlier in the study, students who attend community (charter) schools but 
who would otherwise be assigned to a public school deemed failing are eligible to apply for the 
OECSPP, while students who already attend a chartered nonpublic school but would otherwise 
be assigned to a public school deemed failing are not. Policy makers in Ohio need to change this 
part of the policy in the OECSPP to enable all students who would attend a failing public school 
to be eligible, regardless of where they currently attend school. 
Money for Promoting the OECSPP 
This study has established the importance of educating the public on school choice 
options. Currently, the ODE does not designate money toward educating the public about the 
OECSPP. The ODE should reevaluate this practice and devote money to this purpose. 
Student Fundingfiom the State 
This study has established that chartered nonpublic schools which accept students receive 
less money to educate the child than public school does, except in the case of kindergarten 
students who attend a chartered nonpublic school at a cost of more than $2700. Each student who 
participates in the OECSPP is given a flat dollar amount, depending on the grade level in which 
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helshe is currently enrolled. Policyrnakers in Ohio should change the policy behind the OECSPP 
to allow the funding a student would receive in the public school to follow that student to 
whichever school the parent/guardian(s) of the child chooses to have M e r  attend. 
Exposure to Dzyerent Cultures and Perspectives 
This study has established that various chartered nonpublic schools are h e  to expose 
their students to the cultures and perspectives they choose to teach. Levin (2002) identified the 
need to expose students to different cultures and perspectives. Policymakers in Ohio should 
change the policy behind the OECSPP to ensure that c h e r e d  nonpublic schools which choose 
to be part of the OECSPP are exposing their students to a variety of cultures and perspectives. 
While a chartered nonpublic school has the right to teach the cultures and perspectives that it 
wants, in order to strengthen the education policy behind the OECSPP, these schools should have 
to give up some of that autonomy when they choose to participate in the OECSPP. 
State Report Cards 
This study has established that students become eligible for the OECSPP through the 
rating of their public school on the State Report Card that is released each year. While the policy 
behind the OECSPP requires chartered nonpublic schools to administer statewide testing each 
year to the students who participate in the OECSPP and allow the ODE to review the results, 
policy should be established requiring participating chartered nonpublic schools to be rated on 
the same State Report Card system by which the public schools are rated. This change in policy 
would ensure that the chartered nonpublic schools that students in the OECSPP are attend'mg are 
succeeding as compared to their public school counterpart fiom which the students came. This 
proposed change in policy is the only way to measure "apples to apples" when it comes to the 
public and chartered nonpublic schools involved in the OECSPP. 
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Future Studies 
The researcher's purpose for this study was to conduct a comprehensive policy analysis 
to assess the degree of alignment of the OECSPP with research and theory-based criteria for 
policy in education voucher programs. Absent h m  this study, but very important in the overall 
evaluation of the OECSPP, was a control group to determine how well the students who 
participate in the program succeed academically. In Chapter 11, the researcher reviewed many 
studies on education voucher programs, many of which examined the academic success of 
students who were part of voucher programs. 
Future studies should examine: (a) how students who participate in the OECSPP achieve 
academically as compared to how they achieved prior to participating in the OECSPP; (b) how 
many students with identified special education needs are part of the OECSPP and of those, how 
many are receiving the level of services required in the public school IEP; (c) a content anaiysis 
of different acceptance criteria at the chartered nonpublic schools who participate in the 
OECSPP; (d) why students who were selected to be part of the OECSPP decided not to 
participate; (e) why students who began at a chartered nonpublic school as part of the OECSPP 
left the OECSPP during the school year or chose to not have their scholarship renewed at the end 
of the school year; and (0 how students who participate in the OECSPP achieve academically 
compared to similar peers in similar public schools. 
Concluding Thoughts 
Segregation, inequity, non-proven school alternatives, and 41.7% nonalignment of the 
OECSPP policy with research and theory- based criteria for policy in education voucher 
programs is not the solution for students in schools determined to be failing in Ohio. While the 
OECSPP policy has many strong components when analyzed for alignment with research and 
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theory-based criteria for policy in education voucher programs, the components it is missing are 
devastating to the students the program is supposed to help. The researcher has recommended 
changes for the policy that would eliminate the segregation, inequity, and non-proven school 
alternatives, while bringing the OECSPP into greater alignment with the research and theory- 
based criteria for policy in education voucher programs. The State of Ohio should seriously 
consider the recommendations made as it evaluates the OECSPP and determines whether to 
make the program permanent andfor expand it. The State of Ohio has a responsibility to its 
students not to promote a program that creates segregation, inequity and unproven school 
alternatives. 
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Appendix B, Glossary of Terms 
Academic Emergency: 
The lowest category in Ohio's public school rating system, as determined by the Ohio 
Department of Education (ODE). Districts that have met eight or fewer indicators, 
scored less than 70 on the Performance Index Score and missed AYP. Individual 
schools that have met 30 .m or fewer of the applicable indicators, scored less than a 70 
on the Performance Index Score and missed AYP (ODE, 2008). 
Academic Watch: 
The second lowest category in Ohio's public school rating system, as determined by 
the ODE. Districts that have met nine to twelve indicators or scored 70-79.9 on the 
Performance Index Score and have missed AYP. Individual schools that have met 
3 1-49.9% of the applicable indicators, or scored a 70-79.9 on the Performance Index 
Score and missed AYP (ODE, 2008). 
Annual Yearly Progress (AYP): 
Yearly goals requiring a specific percentage of students in ten different student groups, 
such as African American and Caucasian, to reach proficiency in math and reading. 
The final goal is for all students to reach the proficient level in both subjects by 2013- 
2014, as described in No Child Left Behind. For a school to meet AYP, each of the ten 
student groups must meet its goals for a given year (ODE, 2008). 
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Chartered Nonpublic School: 
A nonpublic school in Ohio that holds a valid charter issued by the state board of 
education under section 3301.16 of the Ohio Revised Code and meets the standards 
established for such schools in rules adopted by the state board (ODE, 2007). 
Educational Voucher: 
Money given by the government to parent/guardian(s) to pay tuition for a child or 
children to attend any approved school, private or public (Levin, 2002). 
Equity: 
"The quest for fairness in access to education opportunities, resources, and outcomes 
by gender, race, social class, language origins, and geographical location of students in 
the United States" (Levin, 2002, p. 162). 
Finance: 
"The overall magnitude of the education voucher, how it is allocated, and whether 
schools can charge more tuition than the voucher" Wvin, 2002, p.163). 
Freedom of Choice: 
The rights of families to choose schools for their childlren that are based on their 
values, education philosophies, religious beliefs, and political outlooks (Levin, 2002). 
Ohio Educational Choice Scholarship Pilot Program: 
A program established by the State of Ohio in 2005 and begun during the 2006-2007 
academic school year, enrolling students who attend public schools in Ohio's lowest 
two categories, "academic watch and academic emergency" for two of the last three 
years to apply to private schools and receive government funding of up to $5,000 for 
their education (ODE, 2007). 
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Ohio School District andSchoo1 Rating System: 
There are six designations: academic emergency, academic watch, continuous 
improvement, effective, excellent, and excellent with distinction. A district rating is 
based on three criteria: AYP, State Indicators met, and a Performance Index Score. A 
district designation is determined by AYF' and the higher score between the State 
Indicators and the Performance Index Score. A school that meets AYF' can be rated no 
lower than continuous improvement, while a school that does not meet AYP for three 
consecutive years in at least two student subgroups in the most recent year can be rated 
no higher than continuous improvement (ODE, 2008). 
Performance Index Score: 
This score ranges from 0-120 and represents the achievement of all students on all five 
subject areas of proficiency by averaging the scores. The goal score is 100 (ODE, 
2008). 
Productive Eflciency: 
"The maximization of education results for any given resource constraint" (Levin, 
2002, p. 162). 
Regulation: 
The requirements set out by the government for eligibility of schools to participate in 
the voucher system as well as other rules that must be followed by schools and families 
in using the education voucher (Levin, 2002). 
Resident District: 
The school district that a student is entitled to attend school is determined under 
section 3313.64 or 3313.65 of the Ohio Revised Code (ODE, 2007). 
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Social Cohesion: 
"The provision of a common education experience that will orient all students to gow 
to adulthood as hll participants in the social, political, and economic institutions of 
society" (Levin, 2002, p. 162). 
State Indicators: 
There are 25 indicators. A school can meet an indicator by reaching the minimum 
requirement of th e percentage of students at or above the proficient level on state 
testing in grades 3-8 and the Ohio Graduation Test, given for the first time in grade 10. 
Graduation and attendance rates are the two non-test indicators (ODE, 2008). 
Support Services: 
"The types of publicly provided services designed to increase the effectiveness of the 
market in providing freedom of choice, productive efficiency, and equity" (Levin, 
2002, p. 163). 
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Appendix C. Personal Experience with the OECSPP 
I spent the first eight years of my education career working in Catholic schools. 
I began teaching and then was principal for three years at a small, inner-city Catholic 
school that served mostly non-Catholic, minority students. From there, I moved to a 
more afnuent college preparatory high school in the same city where I had served as 
principal. During my time in Catholic education, one thing became very clear to me; 
the majority of Catholic schools were facing a financial crunch due to decreasing 
enrollments and increasing numbers of lay people on staff. 
This financial crunch was widely experienced throughout the city as year after 
year, the number of Catholic schools, especially in the central city, decreased due to 
closings. The last year that I was at the high school, the State of Ohio enacted the 
OECSPP. Those of us involved in Catholic education viewed the OECSPP as means 
by which to boost our dwindling enrollments by affording students an opportunity to 
receive state funding to attend our school. 
Catholic schools in the central city had great enrollment increases due to the 
program. In my particular case, while we had over 20 students express an interest, we 
accepted only three due to the student's academic and disciplinary histories. What I 
saw in my own school and heard about throughout the rest of city greatly concerned 
me about OECSPP students. In our case, 2 of our 3 students left before the first 
semester finished due to low academic achievement and the remaining student stayed 
until the end of the year, but failed every subject he took At meetings I attended, I 
heard about the high number of OECSPP students who were removed h m  their new 
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schools due to disciplinary problems or academic deficiencies, and I heard how 
academically unprepared administratom felt these students were. 
What I saw and heard seemed to be in direct contrast to the reason the program 
was established, namely to give students in regularly failing public schools a "way out" 
to succeed. Indeed, the State of Ohio seemed to have ueated the "way out" of failing 
public schools for these students through the OECSPP, but that way did not lead to 
success for a number of students. In facf the "way out" set back the three students I 
had accepted. They had to retum to their public school, having Med at a new school, 
and upon their retum, they were further behind in academic standing than when they 
had been when they left. As a result, I developed a strong interest in learning how the 
OECSPP was designed; in compakson to what resea~c4 literature, and theory 
suggested for effective education policy regarding education vouchers. This study 
grew out of this personal experience. 
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Append'= D. Chapter 3310 of the Ohio Revised Code for Educational Choice 
Scholarship Pilot Program and Chapter 3301-1 1 of the Ohio Administrative Code 
Educational Choice Scholarship Program 
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6 3310.16. Amended and RmmLwred RC 3310.17. 
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CRAmR 3301-ll of the OHIO ADMlNSlR4TIiF CODE 
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